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Abstract 
Worldwide economic growth presents challenges to the future of humankind including environmental 
issues. Companies’ licences to operate are granted under a social contract between society and the 
company. Companies disclose their activities to the public via their annual reports or sustainability 
reports with a focus on legitimacy and stakeholder rights. However, companies’ environmental 
reports are still voluntary in most countries. Two key aspects of corporate environmental reporting are 
corporate disclosures and stakeholders’ perspectives (including shadow accounts), relating to 
corporate environmental performance and accountability. This study examines the nature of 
environmental disclosures of Thai listed companies and also provides a critical perspective of 
corporate environmental reporting in the form of shadow accounts by Non-Governmental 
Organisations (NGOs). Evidence relating to the differences between corporate environmental 
reporting and shadow accounts, and critical perspectives of NGO representatives are discussed, 
compared and contrasted to provide a holistic view of the state of environmental reporting of Thai 
companies.  
A mixed methods approach has been implemented as follows: in phase 1, content analysis of the 
environmental disclosures in annual and sustainability reports of 108 listed companies for the years 
2010- 2014 was conducted. EViews9 has been used to undertake the quantitative analysis of the 
coded data. The second phase involved obtaining critical perspectives of NGOs on the role of shadow 
accounts, using semi-structured interviews (19 interviewees) and thematic analysis to analyse the 
data. The theoretical lens of legitimacy, stakeholder, and media agenda setting theories have been 
applied to the research findings.  
The results of the corporate environmental disclosures in annual and sustainability reports show 
increasing trends of voluntary reporting. High profile industries predominantly disclosed emissions, 
effluents, and waste data. The Thai Sustainability Reporting Guidelines released in 2012 were found 
to have a significant effect on the disclosures of the agricultural industry, the age of the company and 
the extent of media attention had a positive relationship with environmental disclosures whereas the 
profitability ratio had a negative relationship. Meanwhile, in relation to the perspectives of NGOs on 
shadow accounts, this study has found as prior studies on voluntary environmental disclosures that 
corporate environmental reports’ quantity and quality are serious issues, which activate civil society’s 
criticism of the information. The shadow accounts by NGOs published through the media, especially 
social media, were found to attract public power and support. Government information (especially 
Environmental Impact Assessment reports (EIA) provided by the Office of Natural Resources and 
Environmental Policy and Planning (ONEP)) was found to be more useful to the NGOs than company 
information. Furthermore, the interviewees also provided some recommendations to improve 
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corporate environmental disclosures, to make them more reliable and useable such as through third 
party verification. 
By looking at the two dimensions of companies’ voluntary reporting and the civil society’s 
representative views, information gaps between the voluntary information companies provide, and the 
civil society representative requirements have been highlighted. In addition, this study demonstrates 
the different levels of legitimacy, and internal and external pressures on voluntary environmental 
reporting by considering the adoption of the GRI reporting framework as soft law. Finally, this study 
adds to the environmental reporting and shadow accounts literature as it was conducted in the context 
of an economically developing but environmentally sensitive region of the world, Thailand.   
Keywords: environmental disclosures, corporate reporting, shadow accounts, critical perspective, 
legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory, media agenda setting theory, Thailand. 
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Chapter 1 :  
Introduction and overview of this study 
1.1 Introduction 
The corporation as an entity of society has operational activities which affect the rest of society. Such 
effects include economic benefits, meeting of stakeholders’ demand for products and  services, higher 
income, increase in gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, and higher employment (Jackson 2009). 
Negative impacts such as pollution caused by corporations effect society and the environment (Islam, 
Munasinghe & Clarke 2003). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is one of the management tools 
for companies to communicate, environmental impacts, to their stakeholders (Coetzee & van Staden 
2011; Mousa 2010). Companies undertake CSR activities and report them to build image and 
reputation. Disclosure is a way to communicate companies’ actions, regarding social and 
environmental issues to their stakeholders (Golob & Bartlett 2007, O'Dwyer 2002). 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) including environmental performance reporting has received 
prominence in the business area and also in accounting research over the last few decades. There is 
already a large body of sustainability accounting literature such as that of Gray, Kouhy and Lavers 
(1995b), Adams, Hill and Roberts (1998), Deegan (2002) and Bebbington, Larrinaga and Moneva 
(2008). With CSR reporting, corporations not only disclose financial information (traditional 
reporting), but also disclose non-conventional financial information including social and 
environmental issues in their reports. Some companies believe that CSR reporting contributes to their 
companies’ success, by providing cost reductions, a competitive advantage and survival in the long 
term (Luken & Stares 2005). Furthermore, it can build image and reputation (Bebbington, Larrinaga 
& Moneva 2008). Meanwhile, the negative aspects of companies’ environmental disclosures relate to 
costs and time spent on CSR activities (Suttipun 2012). Furthermore, many studies have examined 
why companies disclose environmental information in their annual reports. The reasons are related to 
stakeholders’ demands, the regulations, the power of environmental groups or non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs) requiring environmental reporting to demonstrate accountability, the 
multinational buyers exerting pressure on the supply chains, and corporate measures for improving 
productivity and competitive advantages (Suttipun & Stanton 2011).  
In recent decades, the term ‘corporate social responsibility’ or CSR, has been used interchangeably 
with sustainability reporting (SR), which has been the focus in recent research such as that of 
O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession (2005). Sustainability reporting is based on sustainable development 
(SD) principles which attempt to strike a balance between economic growth, environmental protection 
and social equity for future generations (Daizy, Sen & Das 2013).  Therefore, it is “the long-term 
maintenance of systems according to environmental, economic and social considerations” (Crane & 
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Matten 2007, p. 23). In addition, the paradigm has shifted from economic performance to worldwide 
environmental and social concerns (Setthasakko 2010). Moreover, the United Nations Environmental 
Programme (UNEP) that focuses on environmental issues, motivated the Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI, the organisation in the sustainability field) to provide guidelines for sustainability reporting. 
The GRI promotes the use of sustainability reporting for the companies to demonstrate sustainable 
practices and their contributions to sustainable development (GRI 2014b). However, companies also 
face questions about the environmental and social issues associated with their operations, from their 
stakeholders including NGOs and other members of society. 
CSR, SR and SD, are important considerations due to their impacts on society and on the environment 
(Milne & Patten 2002; Sahay 2004). Society for its long-term survival should pay more attention and 
consideration to sustainability issues (Huang & Kung 2010; Ruffing 2007). In the last few decades, 
there have been many natural environmental disasters, such as the Indian Ocean earthquake and 
tsunami in 2004, Cyclone Nargis in 2008, Haiti earthquake in 2010, tornadoes, floods, bush fires, and 
oil spills in Alaska and Mexico caused by human activities. After the Alaskan oil spill in 1989, many 
environmentally sensitive companies increased their environmental disclosures (Patten 1992; Walden 
& Schwartz 1997). Suttipun (2011) found an increasing environmental awareness after the tsunami in 
2004 in Thailand, and Henderson (2007) found the recognition of environmental responsibility in 
relation to business operations amongst Phuket hotel companies in Thailand.  
1.2 Research issues / Problems 
World economic growth, which normally refers to monetary capital increase, captures higher income 
and material prosperity individually and collectively (Islam, Munasinghe & Clarke 2003). However, it 
has been on the rise together with the environmental impact of this economic growth (Panayotou 
2003). Moreover, this economic growth has caused problems and challenges for the future of 
humankind by, for example, increasing environmental damage caused by continuous greenhouse gas 
emissions that some scientists purport have reached the tipping point (Sturmer 2014). Other issues 
that have been exacerbated include the rising inequality in society, and the negative correlation 
between economic growth and human well-being (Forbat 2014). During the industrial revolution, 
many countries changed their economic structures from agricultural to industrial. In doing this, they 
have been consuming massive amounts of natural resources such as fossil energy, forests and water 
without concern for the effects on the sensitive ecosystems. This has led to global climate change and 
many related environmental issues. As Stern (2007) stated, clear scientiﬁc evidence shows that the 
emissions from industry-related activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels for energy, are causing 
changes to the Earth’s climate. Furthermore, the level of greenhouse gases has increased sharply in 
the last few decades as seen in Figure 1-1. 
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Figure 1-1: Atmospheric concentration of Greenhouse Gases (Data are from IPCC (2007, p. 135)) 
Economic growth is created by business sectors especially high profile companies some of which 
consume natural resources to manufacture their products and create waste causing harm to the 
environment. For example, the energy, steel, automotive, paper and pulp and chemicals sectors have 
high environmental impacts (Hackston & Milne 1996; Newson & Deegan 2002). Due to companies 
seeking legitimacy and wanting to demonstrate that they are fulfilling stakeholder rights, companies 
report their activities to the public either in their annual reports or as stand-alone sustainability 
reports. However, companies’ environmental reports in most countries are still voluntary.   
In response to negative media attention, some companies release positive biased environmental 
reporting (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; Islam & Deegan 2010). 
Furthermore, environmental reports have been found to not contain full disclosure (Adams 2004; 
Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004). This practice has resulted in non-credible and incomplete reports and the 
pushing of the company’s agenda to stakeholder groups (O'Dwyer 2004). Absent and/or  biased 
environmental reporting demonstrates lack of responsibility and accountability (Adams 2004). 
Increases in environmental legislation has not been accompanied by increased disclosures to 
interested parties (Owen, Gray & Bebbington 1997). The lack of quality and complete voluntary 
environmental corporate report has led to the rising of shadow (counter) accounts as criticisms of  
sustainability reporting efforts including environmental disclosures undertaken by some civil society 
organisations such as non-governmental organisation (NGOs) (Brown & Dillard 2013; Dey, Russell 
& Thomson 2011). Consequently, it is asserted that shadow accounts will improve the environmental 
disclosures by dialogue, stakeholder engagement, and collaboration between the companies and their 
stakeholders (Brown & Dillard 2013; Dey 2003; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011; O'Dwyer 2004). An 
example of stakeholder dialogue is the case study of Royal Dutch/Shell group. Shell’s internet-based 
stakeholder dialogue forum informed their information (social, environmental and economic) and 
ethical responsibilities from a critical external account perspective that has influenced changes in the 
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company’s polices and behaviour, and the development of social accounting mechanisms (O'Dwyer 
2004). 
Corporate environmental disclosures fulfil society’s requirement for granting legitimacy (Kuasirikun 
& Sherer 2004; Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016; Shocker & Sethi 1973), despite companies  perhaps 
misusing reports in order to manage legitimacy (Cho & Patten 2007). In developing countries, there is 
greater risk to the environment as the civil society in those countries is less demanding (De Villiers & 
Van Staden 2006). Other factors include limited and inadequate legislation and its enforcement to 
protect the environment and local communities (Adams & Zutshi 2004) including in Thailand 
(Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004). Also, the government’s favouritism toward certain companies has 
resulted in a loss of public trust (Soytong & Perera 2017).  
The Thai context 
Research setting-Thailand 
The economic system of Thailand has also changed from an agricultural base to increased 
industrialisation. Government planning has focused on industrial development (Kuasirikun & Sherer 
2004). Moreover, the world, including Thailand, has also faced a paradigm shift to place more 
importance on environmental and social concerns (Setthasakko 2010). Thailand is one of the most 
successful economies in Asia (Suttipun 2011) and is regarded as a newly industrialised country 
(Oosterveer, Kamolsiripichaiporn & Rasiah 2006). Thai GDP had increased from 122.7 billion US 
dollars in the year 2000 to 366 billion US dollars in 2012. There are three major economically 
dominant sectors; these are agriculture, industry and services which in 2000 were 9, 42 and 49 per 
cent respectively and in 2012, were 12, 44 and 44 per cent respectively (Worldbank 2014a). Thai’s 
economic focus on the industrial sector can be seen in its increased GDP and its export figures as 
shown in Figures 1-2 and 1-3. However, the CO2 emissions have been increasing dramatically along 
with the GDP as seen in Figure 1-4. 
 
Figure 1-2: Thai GDP 2000 and 2012 (Data from (Worldbank 2014a)) 
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Figure 1-3: Thai exports in 2013 (Data from (MinistryofCommerce 2013)) 
 
Figure 1-4: The comparison between Thai GDP and CO2 emission (1971 to 2010) (Data from Worldbank (2014b)) 
Thailand is located in the second most diversified biogeographic region, ranked in the top 20 most 
biodiverse abundant countries in the world, ranked third in the world for export aquatic products in 
2010 which caused the overfishing and damage of marine ecosystems (CBD 2014), and ranked 20th 
for CO2 emissions (Kt) in 2013 (Worldbank 2016). As can be seen in Figure 1-4, industry business 
growth is directly linked with increasing environmental issues as a result of increased carbon 
emissions. As with developed countries, economic operations within Thailand have changed with 
industrialisation, resulting in consumption of natural resources and industrial wastes, pollutions and 
emissions (Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004). The rise in economic activity in Thailand has also brought 
with it incidents of environmental damage, inadequate reporting and weak accountability. For 
example, there has been an oil spill in the tourist attraction areas (Hume & Olarn 2013; Sithisarankul 
& Intawong 2015), deforestation (Rujivanarom 2015), and chemical contamination of marine and 
coastal water (Wattayakorn 2012). Not only the environment but society has also been affected by the 
increase in industrial pollution. For example, industrial pollution affects the health of locals 
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(Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004) and creates chemical exposure, emissions and waste (Kongtip et al. 
2013), mining contamination in rivers (Changul et al. 2010; Phenrat et al. 2016; Wangkiat 2014), 
health risk concerns (Wattayakorn 2012), and higher rates of cancer (Rangkadilok et al. 2015) with 
65% greater genetic damage to blood cells in people close to industrial zones (Fuller 2009).  
Significance and contribution of this study 
There are many incidents occurring in Thailand that are either caused by companies or that have a 
major impact on companies that make environmental reporting and disclosures a key consideration in 
the Thai corporate context. For this reason the emphasis of this research project is on environmental 
disclosures of Thai companies. For example, recently there have been publicised corporate-related 
debates and critical stakeholder discussions regarding an oil spill in the tourist attraction areas in 
Thailand (Fuller 2013). The company responsible for this oil spill publicly stated that it could resolve 
this problem (Stevens 2013). However, stakeholders expressed a lack of confidence in the realisation 
and credibility of this corporate statement (Hume & Olarn 2013). In addition, the environmental 
reports from the company were found to be missing crucial information. Moreover, the Thai public 
questioned the reliability of the company’s disclosures (Fuller 2013). There have also been critical 
views expressed in relation to the environmental reports about the oil spills from NGOs and academic 
environmental activists (Hume & Olarn 2013). Furthermore, Thai corporate environmental 
disclosures and sustainability reporting are still voluntary. The Thai Corporate Social Responsibility 
Institute (CSRI), is run by the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET), launched the sustainability 
reporting guidelines in 2012 which companies could apply voluntarily (TheNation 2012). Some 
companies have been accused of green washing while maintaining business as usual and producing 
misleading advertising for their own benefit (Ongkrutraksa 2007). Some of their supposedly 
philanthropic activities include giving donations to charity, receiving hyped media attention and 
making these activities a main focus of company reports and their own internal communications 
(Poolthong & Mandhachitara 2009). Moreover, businesses have been found to misuse and mislead the 
media  (Rojanaphruk 2014; Wipatayotin 2014). 
There are limited studies on environmental reporting in the Thai context (Suttipun & Stanton 2011), 
and there is a lack of company reporting and accountability that was exposed by NGOs and the media 
(Rujivanarom 2015; Sarnsamak 2013; Siripunyawit 2014). Also NGOs such as Greenpeace 
(Buakamsri et al. 2005) and the media raised social awareness. Previous researchers have called for 
more investigations into the challenges faced by civil society and NGOs when engaging with 
corporate accountability issues in developing countries, and to play a greater role in advocating for 
corporate transparency, accountability, and chances in governance practices (Lauwo, Otusanya & 
Bakre 2016). The roles of stakeholder engagement (stakeholder voices) and shadow accounts may 
encourage quality and truthfulness in environmental reporting.  
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The result of this study provides contributions from both theoretical and practical perspectives. In 
relation to the theoretical perspective, this study explains the application of legitimacy, stakeholder, 
and media agenda setting theories in the disclosure context of a developing country context: Thai 
listed companies, from multiple industries. This study contributes to the evidence relating to 
environmental disclosures for researchers, students, and academics and extends the knowledge of 
environmental disclosures in Thailand and developing countries. Next, in relation to the practical 
perspective, this study contributes to the knowledge of environmental disclosures in the context of a 
developing country, Thailand, and provides a critical civil society perspective on corporate 
environmental reporting. It may provide useful insight in relation to stakeholder expectations. From a 
policy perspective, this study may be able to improve the Thai disclosure regulation implementation 
though greater monitoring and accountability requirements. It will encourage the Thai government or 
regulators to make mandatory checks of the information in environmental disclosures in the 
company’s reports and would encourage environmental reporting related legislation in Thailand. The 
study may motivate Thai listed companies to provide independently assured environmental 
disclosures in their annual and sustainability reports. 
Research objectives and research questions   
This study aims to examine the nature of environmental disclosures of Thai listed companies and to 
also provide a critical shadow perspective of corporate environmental reporting in the form of shadow 
reflections on corporate environmental disclosures and performance by NGOs. This study examined 
the environmental disclosures by Thai companies operating in environmentally sensitive industries, 
and the factors affecting environmental disclosures. Particular attention is paid to the release in 2012 
of the sustainability reporting guidelines (TheNation 2012). The guidelines were issued amid 
government concerns for the environment raised by the damage caused by industry (McCormick 
1991). This study examines the impact of the guidelines on Thai corporate reporting. Through the 
theoretical lens, this study addresses in part the motivation for environmental reporting, the presence 
of green washing, if any, and the factors which impact quantity and quality of environmental 
disclosures in Thailand. This study also examines the potential of shadow accounts of NGOs in 
questioning the establishment and maintenance of corporate legitimacy. This is undertaken through 
shadow accounts presented by NGOs on corporate environmental performance and reporting. This 
study provides NGOs views on why these shadow accounts are important, what purpose they serve, 
and their objectives in requiring greater accountability from corporations and government. The 
evidence relating to the differences between corporate environmental reporting and shadow accounts 
and critical perspectives of NGO representatives have been discussed, compared and contrasted to 
provide a broader view of corporate environmental disclosures in Thai context. The two main research 
questions addressed in this study are:  
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1. What is the extent, nature, and trend of environmental disclosures of Thai listed companies 
(degree and quality of disclosure)? 
 Have the Thai guidelines for sustainability reporting released in 2012 had an impact on 
the level of/degree of environmental disclosures for Thai companies? 
 What are the key determinants of the level of environmental disclosures (i.e. size, age, 
risk, liquidity, profitability, media number, and media nature)? 
2. What are the external stakeholders’ (specifically of civil society such as NGOs and academic 
environmental activists) expectations and criticisms in relation to companies’ environmental 
performance and disclosures? 
 Do the company disclosures meet those stakeholders’ (civil society) expectations? 
 What are the stakeholders’ (civil society) opinions in relation to the company disclosures? 
The thesis is arranged as follows: Chapter 2: Literature review; Chapter 3: Theoretical frameworks; 
Chapter 4: Methodology research method and data collection; Chapter 5: Corporate voluntary 
environmental disclosures analysis and results; Chapter 6: Civil society representatives shadow 
accounts/perspective analysis and findings; Chapter 7: Discussion, and Chapter 8: Conclusions. 
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Chapter 2 :  
Literature review 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview of prior research in the area of corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) and environmental reporting and the analysis of disclosures in multiple contexts including 
those of developing country. The concept of CSR appeared many decades ago and has been on the 
radar for many organisations. Companies take in to account operational activities with potential 
impacts on society and the environment.  These considerations form part of social contract 
expectations. This chapter provides a broad view of CSR and CSR reporting. The literature review 
comprise seven sub topics, namely: corporate social responsibility, corporate environmental 
disclosures, corporate environmental disclosures and key determinants, corporate environmental 
disclosures and civil society stakeholders, corporate environmental disclosures and shadow accounts, 
corporate environmental disclosure in development economic context, and corporate environmental 
disclosures in Thailand. 
2.2 Corporate social responsibility 
Corporate social responsibility definitions 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has become a common term used to cover multiple corporate 
impacts including environmental impacts. There are wide ranges of definitions currently in use. For 
example, Carroll (1999) shows the development of the CSR concept and definitions over 60 years, 
which began in the 1950s. In 1991, he provided a four-part CSR definition with a focus on corporate 
citizenship. In summary, the CSR driven corporations should not only generate profits, and obey the 
rules, they should also be ethical and good corporate citizens  (Carroll 1991, p. 40): 
“For CSR to be accepted by a conscientious business person, it should be framed in such a 
way that the entire range of business responsibilities are embraced. It is suggested here that 
four kinds of social responsibilities constitute total CSR: economic, legal, ethical, and 
philanthropic. Furthermore, these four categories or components of CSR might be depicted as 
a pyramid. To be sure, all of these kinds of responsibilities have always existed to some 
extent, but it has only been in recent years that ethical and philanthropic functions have taken 
a significant place.”  
Dahlsrud (2008) analysed the 37 definitions of CSR from 1980 to 2003 and divided them into five 
dimensions namely stakeholder, social, economic, voluntariness and environmental dimensions. The 
environmental dimension was rated as the lowest significant dimension. He explained with regard to a 
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review of Carroll (1999) work that the environmental dimension was not included in the early periods 
of CSR literature.  
Prayukvong and Olsen (2009) showed the common element of CSR was corporations being required 
to show concern and act responsibly towards society and the environment, and corporations’ 
consideration of the social and environmental implications of their operations. They referred to the 
triple bottom line which comprises the three pillars of CSR, namely: people (society), planet 
(environment) and profit (economics). 
The concept of CSR has been adopted by a number of corporations that consider the impacts of their 
operations or activities. Since a corporation is a social entity, its activities will be influenced by social 
expectations as the concept of a “social contract” implies. The social contract theory can be used to 
explain why corporations or companies disclose their social and environmental information.  
Some reasons why companies disclose their social and environmental information include (Deegan 
2002): 
 To comply with legal requirements 
 To consider CSR factors within economic rationality 
 The belief in accountability or responsibility to report 
 To comply with borrowing requirements 
 To comply with community expectations 
 To consider with the organisation’s legitimacy treats 
 To manage stakeholder groups 
 To attract investment funds 
 To comply with industry requirements 
 To avoid efforts to introduce more advanced disclosure regulations and 
 To win the reporting awards 
Furthermore, the most influential reasons come from the regulations and stakeholders. The umbrella 
of political economy theory covers the conceptualisations of stakeholder and legitimacy theories. 
These theories will be discussed in detail in Chapter 3.  
Sustainability reporting and sustainable development 
In the 1980s, the term ‘sustainable development’ (SD) started being mentioned in political and 
business contexts. The term is rooted in environmentalism and gain popularity after the Earth Summit 
in Rio de Janerio in 1992, since then the sustainable development term has become well-known 
(Tregidga & Milne 2006).  
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Sustainable development can be defined as development that “meet the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (WCED 1987, p. 8). 
Unerman, Bebbington and O’Dwyer (2007, p. 3) stated that “Sustainable development concerns tend 
to focus on how to organise and manage human activities in such a way that they meet physical and 
psychological needs without compromising the ecological, social or economic base which enables 
those needs to be met”. So, sustainable development considers long-term human well-being with an 
economic, social and environmental focus. 
Companies are the main contributors to society’s level of economic, environmental and social well-
being (Figge & Hahn 2004; Schaltegger & Wagner 2011). Corporate activities have critical effects on 
society and the environment (Azapagic 2004). As a result, corporate support of sustainability is 
necessary for long-term sustainable development of the economy and society (Schaltegger, Bennett & 
Burritt 2006). Furthermore, 7,598 organisations report their activities in sustainability reports (SR) 
24,639 reports (GRI 2015b). 
A sustainability report is a type of corporate or organisational report that conveys sustainability-
related information in a way that is comparable with financial reporting (GRI 2015a). This report is 
published by a company and outlines the economic, environmental and social impacts of the 
company’s activities, and has become a tool for the company to communicate its social and 
environmental performance. The report should provide a balanced and reasonable representation of a 
company’s performance from both positive and negative perspectives (GRI 2011).  
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) reporting framework 
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) reporting framework has become the world’s most widely-
adopted framework for sustainability (including environmental reporting)  (Isaksson & Steimle 2009) 
and the most comprehensive framework for voluntary environmental and social reporting for 
companies worldwide (Brown, de Jong & Levy 2009). As a result, numerous studies on sustainability 
reporting disclosures have utilised the GRI as the criteria, index or dependent variable in their studies. 
For example, Ho and Taylor (2007) investigated triple bottom-line (TBL) disclosures of the largest 50 
companies in the US and Japan with 60 disclosure items that were developed from GRI 2002. Reverte 
(2009) studied potential determinants of corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosures, such as 
company and industry characteristics or media exposure of Spanish listed companies. He used GRI 
Guidelines (G2 and G3) related to the CSR scores in his study. Liu and Anbumozhi (2009) identified 
the determinant factors affecting the level of company environmental disclosures on the concept of 
stakeholder theory in Chinese listed companies by applying GRI guidelines.  Furthermore, research in 
Thailand has applied GRI as well (Kaeokla & Jaikengkit 2013; Suttipun 2012). Kaeokla and 
Jaikengkit (2013), using a case study approach, found the two sample Thai companies applying GRI 
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guidelines for preparing their CSR reports. Suttipun (2012) used GRI guidelines as the measurement 
to study Triple Bottom Line reporting in the annual reports of Thai listed companies. 
In 1999, the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) that focuses on environment issues, 
motivated the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) to provide the world’s de facto standard in 
sustainability reporting guidelines which encompasses the economic, environmental, social and 
governance performance of the company (Daizy, Sen & Das 2013). The GRI is a multi-stakeholder 
approach, which has been accepted worldwide and these guidelines are voluntary in nature but 
becoming popular among organisations (Sahay 2004). The GRI multi-stakeholder network includes 
representatives from business, civil society, labour, investors, accountants and others (Daizy, Sen & 
Das 2013). 
The first version of the GRI guidelines was launched in 2000 followed by G2 (the second generation) 
in 2002 at Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development. G3 (the third generation) was 
published in 2006 and in 2011 the G3.1 Guidelines updated and completed G3, with expanded 
guidelines on reporting gender, community and human rights-related performance. In May 2013, GRI 
released the G4 (the fourth generation) which is the latest version of GRI's Sustainability Reporting 
Guidelines (GRI 2014b). However, in the transition period to the G4 guidelines, GRI continued to 
recognise reports based on the G3 and G3.1 Guidelines for up to two full reporting cycles. Therefore, 
reports published after 31 December 2015 should be prepared in accordance with the G4 Guidelines 
(GRI 2014a). This study considered GRI version 3.1 given that the reports studied were published 
between 2010 and 2014. 
In conclusion, corporate social responsibility (CSR), sustainable development (SD) and sustainability 
reporting (SR), although different, all include corporate environmental disclosures. 
2.3 Corporate environmental disclosures  
A paradigm shift from economic performance to social and environmental awareness (Setthasakko 
2010) has led to the demand for corporate social and environmental reporting (Elijido-Ten 2004). It is 
not surprising that there are varieties of research on environmental (and social) reporting. Industry 
disasters, pollution, and hazardous waste have raised community concern. For example, following the 
Alaskan oil spill in 1989, many studies found an increase of environmental disclosures in response to 
public pressures (Patten 1992; Walden & Schwartz 1997). A case study of BHP found that the 
increasing level of environmental information from the media influenced public attention (Deegan 
2002). Not only public and media pressure, but non-managerial stakeholders such as the World 
Wildlife Fund (WWF) which is a lobby group and other NGOs have also influenced the corporate 
environmental disclosures (Deegan & Blomquist 2006). In other words, environmental reporting is 
influenced by societal and stakeholder expectations. 
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There are two types of corporate environmental disclosures; mandatory and voluntary disclosures. 
Most are voluntary. However, in some countries reporting has been mandatory as in Spain with the 
first attempt to regulate environmental accounting in 1998 (Criado-Jiménez et al. 2008; Reverte 
2009). Other countries such as Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Portugal and France adopted the 
accounting legislation under the European recommendation and made it mandatory for companies to 
report on environmental issues in their financial statements (Criado-Jiménez et al. 2008).  
Voluntary corporate environmental disclosures can be explained by stakeholder theory and legitimacy 
theory (Deegan 2002; Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995b). These kinds of reports have raised report 
quantity and quality issues such as lack of credibility (Adams & Evans 2004; O'Dwyer, Unerman & 
Hession 2005), positive bias (Islam & Deegan 2010), and incomplete reports (Adams 2004; 
Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004). This has led to the demand for mandatory reporting in some countries. 
Shadow accounts have also increased as criticisms of companies’ reports (Dey, Russell & Thomson 
2011) have increased.  
The relevant literature is grouped in Table 2-1. It shows the overview of perspectives in 
environmental accounting and reporting namely, organisational perspectives, external organisational 
perspective, advance communication perspectives, and critical perspectives.  
Table 2-1: The overview of multiple perspectives on environmental accounting and reporting  
Perspectives Topics and references 
Organisational 
perspectives 
 
 Determinants and factors influencing  (Adams, Hill & Roberts 1998; Choi, 
Kwak & Choe 2010; Hackston & Milne 1996; Huang & Kung 2010) 
 Reason why companies disclose their environmental information or the 
motivation to report (Belal & Owen 2007; O'Dwyer 2002; Spence 2007; 
Suttipun & Stanton 2012) 
 Internal corporate developing processes for sustainability reports (Adams & 
Frost 2008; Adams & Larrinaga‐González 2007; Adams & McNicholas 2007) 
 The theme of disclosure (Holder-Webb et al. 2009; Ratanajongkol, Davey & 
Low 2006; Rodrigue, Cho & Laine 2015) 
 Trend of disclosure (Ratanajongkol, Davey & Low 2006) 
 Relationship between environmental performance and environmental 
disclosures (Clarkson et al. 2008; Walden & Schwartz 1997) 
External 
organisational 
perspectives 
 
 Current disclosure and the development of report (Belal & Owen 2007; 
Kuasirikun 2005) 
 Non-governmental organisations (NGOs) accountability and perspectives  
(Manetti & Becatti 2009; O'Dwyer & Unerman 2008; O'Dwyer, Unerman & 
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Perspectives Topics and references 
Hession 2005; Unerman & O'Dwyer 2006) 
 Stakeholders’ influence and public pressure (Adams 2004; Brown & Deegan 
1998; Huang & Kung 2010; Rodrigue, Cho & Laine 2015; Walden & 
Schwartz 1997) 
Advanced 
communication 
perspectives 
 Engagement, collaboration and dialogue (Adams 2004; Bebbington et al. 2007; 
Belal & Owen 2007; Gray et al. 1997; O'Dwyer 2005; Unerman & Bennett 
2004) 
 Improving the report (Hess 2007) 
Critical 
perspectives 
 
 Issue regarding quality of reports (Kaeokla & Jaikengkit 2013; Kuasirikun & 
Sherer 2004) 
 Environmental reporting assurance (Adams & Evans 2004; Kolk & Perego 
2010; Morimoto, Ash & Hope 2005; O'Dwyer & Owen 2007; O'Dwyer & 
Owen 2005). 
 Critiques the corporate behaviour including the shadow accounts (Adams 
2004; Brown & Deegan 1998; Dey 2003; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011; 
Rodrigue 2014; Spence 2009) 
 
Organisational perspectives contain the inside view of companies or management’s decision-making 
in relation to the environmental accounting and disclosures. To increase legitimacy, companies 
disclose their information to their stakeholders. They also have to clarify which stakeholders are 
critical to companies and their environmental performance (Henriques 2007). The stakeholders 
requiring accountability through reporting include communities and the media (O'Dwyer 2002). 
O'Dwyer (2002) used semi-structured interviews with 29 senior managers in 27 public limited 
companies in Ireland and found many participants’ companies showed legitimisation through 
environmental disclosures of environmental issues as a result of increasing public demands, mostly 
published in reaction to negative media exposure. Belal and Owen (2007) also examined the views of 
senior managers about current and future prospects in social reporting in Bangladesh with semi-
structured interviews to explore the motivations behind and processes involved in companies’ social 
and environmental reports. They examined the companies’ motivation which may be more concerned 
with the organisational legitimacy threats and need to improve their image rather than to be 
transparent or accountable. The management of the stakeholders’ expectations was also examined and 
it was found that the companies may respond more to powerful economic stakeholders rather than 
weak economic stakeholders. They found that the CSR processes in Bangladesh were driven by a 
concern for improving corporate image and managing the perception of economically powerful 
stakeholders; however, they found the power of domestic NGOs and community bodies was growing. 
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Additionally, in Thailand, Suttipun and Stanton (2012) found the reason that companies disclose is to 
meet legal obligations (for environmental standards compliance although such legislation is limited), 
increase customer loyalty and gain a competitive advantage. These pressures lead to internal action 
aimed at promoting better understanding of the company activities which reduces criticisms and 
minimises the risk of customer boycotts (Adams 2002). Companies report their environmental 
performance to the public via annual reports or other reports.  
Rodrigue, Cho and Laine (2015) examined and compared company and stakeholder communications 
over a three-year period (2005-2007) which focused on the volume and tone of environmental 
disclosures. They used content analysis by sentence counts and classified sentences as positive 
negative and neutral. They divided the information into seven categories. The sustainable 
development category receives the most attention in disclosures from the company whereas the laws 
and regulation receives the least attention. The media and environmental NGOs focus concern on 
sustainable development. In tone, corporate reports present positive and neutral information and avoid 
negative information whereas the environmental NGOs provide significantly amounts of negative 
toned reporting with the perception that companies lack credibility and sufficiency. Government 
reports are neutral toned whereas the media and social rating agency present quite balanced views.  
When looking at organisational perspectives, in relation to the development process of sustainability 
reports, Adams and McNicholas (2007) studied the possibility of improving practice to force change 
which includes the adoption of sustainability reporting. The study used an action research involving 
interviews and/or observation. They observed, participated in company meetings, and examined 
company documents for example annual reports and websites. From this, the researchers were able to 
assist managers to overcome the primary force against change, such as the lack of sustainability 
reporting framework knowledge, and integrate it with organisational planning and decision making.  
They found that in the sustainability development process, the top-down involvement and strong 
commitment of the CEO in terms of planning, monitoring, and reporting, were required.   
External organisational perspectives also concern the view of stakeholders. Stakeholders have a ‘right 
to know’ about companies’ environmental impacts that will impact on their daily lives (O'Dwyer, 
Unerman & Bradley 2005). Moreover, corporate reporting is often used to examine the relationship 
between the stakeholder and companies’ management (Henriques 2007). Consequently, two 
viewpoints are the organisation perspective and the external organisation perspective, and corporate 
reporting is an essential part of the communication process between the two. 
Advanced communication perspectives, in regards to different companies’ stakeholders, should also 
be noted. The relationship between different companies and their stakeholders will be different, can 
change over time, and relates to the power and democracy of stakeholders (Henriques 2007). The 
Multiple Views perspective relates to the power of the parties determining the flow of information 
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through the stakeholder parties’ relationship with the company’s reporting. It builds an alternative 
concept of social (including environmental) accounting and also promotes stakeholder dialogue or the 
stakeholders’ voice in the companies (Gray et al. 1997). Moreover, stakeholder dialogue is the two-
way communication that gives stakeholders power (Adams 2004). In other words, stakeholder 
dialogue or engagement represents democratic participation and influences organisational processes 
(O'Dwyer 2005). This is known as an advanced communication perspective as this relationship needs 
co-operation from different stakeholders and the open mindedness of the companies.  
Critical perspectives, when companies and stakeholders have the different views, will lead to criticism 
of the companies’ information. Relationships need to be studied in both internal and external company 
information. For example, Brown and Deegan (1998) studied the relationship between environmental 
disclosures and media coverage. The study examined environmental information in annual reports and 
print media of the same sample companies. Adams and Evans (2004) investigated the audit 
expectation gap in corporate reports. Credibility of reports should be promoted through external 
verification. This paper focused on social audits and reviewed recent guidelines, the Global Report 
Initiative of 2002 and the AccountAbility 1999 standards. They noted that the audit firms have to 
ensure that the social and environmental report should contain multi-stakeholder engagement 
processes and public stakeholder accountability. External assurance must be conducted by qualified 
people who understand audit processes as well as social and environmental responsibility. However, 
the external assurance process does not guarantee the legitimacy of the reports.  
Rodrigue (2014) contrasted environmental information reported by the case companies with 
information from their stakeholder groups (governments, the community, environmental NGOs and 
investors). She analysed the dynamics between a company and its stakeholders with data collected 
from 2005 to 2007 in Abitibi Consolidated (in the forest industry in Canada) annual reports, stand-
alone sustainability reports, press releases, and their website. She collected the stakeholders’ data 
from publication websites and many reports. She found different patterns from different stakeholders. 
The study built on the corporate and stakeholder environmental disclosures comparison study. She 
discovered corresponding, complementary and oppositional patterns at different levels of stakeholder 
interaction, and found that interactions were limited. The findings showed how the same stakeholder 
may have different views and these depend on the issue at hand. 
From Table 2-1 above, it can be seen that some researchers have studied more than one perspective 
but rarely have studies examined the four perspectives. For example, Walden and Schwartz (1997) 
examined the organisation perspective (relationship between environmental performance and 
environmental disclosures) and external organisation perspective (stakeholder influencing and public 
pressures). With the assumption of public policy pressure, the companies may be concerned about the 
‘social contract’ and therefore react to social needs. They investigated the quantity and quality of 
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environmental disclosures between 1988 and 1990 including the 1989 Alaskan Exxon Valdez oil spill.  
They also examined financial and non-financial information. They selected four industries including 
the oil industry and used content analysis to examine and calculate the quantity score and disclosure 
scores. In total, 53 companies were selected, comprising 15 oil companies including Exxon, 11 
consumer companies, 11 chemical companies and 16 forest products companies. They found a 
significant increase in the level of environmental disclosures following the companies’ reaction to the 
hazardous event and public policy pressures. The results show a considerable increase in financial and 
non-financial environmental disclosures in terms of both quantity and quality. Furthermore, Adams 
(2004), conducted a case study on company Alpha (a well-known British and international chemical 
company) considering company performance and accountability to its shareholders on ethical, social 
and environmental performance in 1993 and 1999, and compared it with information from other 
sources. She found that Alpha’s reports did not show a high level of accountability to main 
stakeholder groups and a lack of full disclosure. There is little cover of negative impacts, insufficient 
evidence, and the report was found to provide a one-sided view. There is little evidence of 
consultation with stakeholders. Some key items of the AA1000 and GRI 2000 requirements were 
found to be missing from the company reports. The external audit did not guarantee the 
legitimatisation of the report. Adams (2004) stressed that the auditor should understand the audit 
process and the company’s ethical, social and environmental responsibility. The study supports 
comprehensive mandatory reporting of ethical, social and environmental information.  
This study examines all four perspectives: internal influencing determinants, themes, topics, trends of 
environmental disclosures, NGOs, academic environmental activists’ perspectives and collaboration, 
quality issues and critical perspectives as shadow accounts. 
Table 2-2 shows literature on corporate environmental disclosures broadly and in the Thai context. 
Table 2-2: literature topics   
What we know Methodology This research adds 
Trend, theme and tone of disclosures 
Increasing trend of CSR disclosures (Ratanajongkol, 
Davey & Low 2006) (Thai context). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Confirm or 
Contrast the Trend, 
theme, and tone Community, health and safety, diversity and human 
resources, and environmental programs topic themes 
have been emphasis (Holder-Webb et al. 2009). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Corporations presented positive and neutral 
information, avoided the negative.  Environmental 
NGOs provide negative toned reporting with the 
perception of companies lack of credibility and 
sufficiency. (Rodrigue, Cho & Laine 2015) 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Increasing trend of environmental disclosures. 
Companies disclose positive and suppress negative 
information. (Deegan & Gordon 1996) 
Quantitative 
content analysis, 
questionnaire 
 20 
What we know Methodology This research adds 
Increasing trend of environmental disclosures in 
developing countries, mostly contain compliance, 
protective measures, tree plantation and other green 
activities information (Sobhani, Amran & Zainuddin 
2009). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
The BP reports mostly contain emissions information, 
select some information to report (Ruffing 2007) 
Qualitative case 
study content 
analysis 
The environmental information mostly shown in 
descriptive style (Liu & Anbumozhi 2009).  
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Factors influencing environmental disclosures 
Size, risk and profitability influenced triple bottom 
line (Suttipun 2012) (Thai context). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Examine more 
impacting 
variables: the 
guidelines adoption 
 
 
Size and industrial groups influenced social 
disclosures (Adams, Hill & Roberts 1998). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Positive significant relationship between  corporate 
financial performance and stakeholder-weighted CSR 
index (Choi, Kwak & Choe 2010).  
Quantitative  
Size and industry are significant influence social and 
environmental disclosures, but profitability is not 
(Hackston & Milne 1996). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Size has a positive relationships, financial 
performance has a significant negative relationship 
with voluntary environmental disclosures. 
Government, customers and debtors have more 
influence than other stakeholders. (Huang & Kung 
2010) 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Size and leverage influence voluntary environmental 
disclosures (Choi 1999) 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
GRI guidelines and GRI adoption indicator are ones of 
the analysis indices.  
They found a positive relationship between 
environmental performance, size and leverage and the 
level of environmental disclosures. (Clarkson et al. 
2008) 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Implemented GRI companies disclose more 
environmental information in annual reports (Galani, 
Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012). 
Quantitative 
A positive relationship between negative media 
attention and positive environmental disclosures in 
annual reports (Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Companies responded to negative media attention by 
disclosing positive environmental information in their 
annual reports (Brown & Deegan 1998). 
Quantitative 
Content analysis 
Reasons of disclosing environmental information   
Concerned with legal obligation, customer loyalty  and 
comparative advantage, customer concerns and 
investors’ right to information (Suttipun & Stanton 
2012) (Thai context). 
Quantitative 
questionnaire 
Examine the civil 
society 
representative 
opinions on the 
reason of 
companies disclose 
the environmental 
information and 
Concerned with government and local pressure 
(Setthasakko 2007) (Thai context). 
Qualitative 
interview 
(companies) and 
site observation 
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What we know Methodology This research adds 
Concerned with the organisational legitimacy threats 
and image rather than to be transparent or accountable. 
There is increasing of power of domestic NGOs and 
community bodies. (Belal & Owen 2007) 
Qualitative 
semi-structured 
interviews 
 
examine the civil 
society 
representative 
power to pressure 
the companies to 
report 
environmental 
information 
As a result of increasing of public demands and 
responses to negative media exposure (O'Dwyer 
2002). 
Qualitative 
semi-structured 
interviews 
As a signal of reputation or risk management (Spence 
2007). 
Qualitative 
semi-structured 
interviews 
Use of voluntary environmental disclosure as 
management tactics for gaining, maintaining, or 
repairing corporate legitimacy (O'Donovan 2002) 
Qualitative 
interview 
There is a significant increase in level of 
environmental disclosures after the companies’ 
reaction to the hazardous event and public policy 
pressures (Walden & Schwartz 1997). 
Quantitative 
content analysis 
Issues on quality of reports 
Companies were not providing adequate information, 
unaudited and difficult to understand (Kuasirikun & 
Sherer 2004) (Thai context). 
Qualitative 
content analysis 
Examine the 
verification needs 
and the quality of 
the environmental 
reports. 
Most of the information has shown qualitative, 
narrative information, graphics, indicators and visual 
data. Consequently, it was quite difficult to compare 
across the companies. (Kaeokla & Jaikengkit 2013) 
(Thai context) 
Qualitative 
content analysis 
External assurance has to conduct by qualified people 
who understand audit processes as well as social and 
environmental responsibility. However, the external 
assurance process does not guarantee the legitimacy of 
the reports (Adams & Evans 2004). 
Qualitative 
document 
review 
 
Company’s reports were incomplete and different 
from other external sources, limited negative impacts, 
insufficient evidence, and one-sided view. The 
external audit did not guarantee the legitimatisation of 
the report (Adams 2004). 
Qualitative Case 
study  
 
Higher demand for assurance is in countries that have 
better sustainability practices enabled by market and 
institutional mechanisms (Kolk & Perego 2010). 
Quantitative 
 
In the assurance practices of sustainability reporting 
found absence of stakeholder involvement and limited 
data accuracy (O'Dwyer & Owen 2007). 
Qualitative 
content analysis 
 
Absence of stakeholder engagement in assurance 
processes (O'Dwyer & Owen 2005). 
Qualitative 
content analysis 
 
News articles and NGOs reports raised questions 
about the regulation effectiveness. The report remains 
selective.(Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016) 
Qualitative case 
study interview 
and document 
analysis 
Current stakeholders’ perspectives, shadow account, and the report development 
Positive attitude of accounting professionals to social 
and environmental accounting (Kuasirikun 2005) 
(Thai context). 
Mixed 
Questionnaire 
and semi-
Examine the civil 
society perspective 
for corporate 
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What we know Methodology This research adds 
structured 
interviews 
environmental 
disclosures, shadow 
accounts, and the 
report 
development. 
The barriers to environmental management accounting 
improvement are lack of organisation learning 
processes, focus on economic performance, and lack 
of guidelines (Setthasakko 2010) (Thai context). 
Qualitative 
Interview 
(companies) and 
site observation 
Key elements for achieving successful CSR are 
stakeholder management, corporate leadership, 
priority for CSR policy for all level, regulation and 
demonstrate across all business area, active 
involvement with government, NGO and civil society 
(Morimoto, Ash & Hope 2005). 
Qualitative 
interview 
 
The improvement of sustainability reports should be a 
concern, standardising the content, audit by external 
experts, the duty of various parties, explain level of 
assurance, achieve more punctual verification, and 
improve corporate internal and external accountability 
(Manetti & Becatti 2009). 
Quantitative and 
qualitative 
content analysis 
 
NGOs call for mandating, standardising, improving, 
and verification by external parties in corporate social 
and environmental report and performance (O'Dwyer, 
Unerman & Bradley 2005).  
Qualitative 
interview 
The demands for improving sustainability reporting 
from social and environmental NGOs, call for external 
verification with NGOs’ negative views regarding 
reporting credibility and adequacy. Some NGOs 
believed that the engagement between corporate and 
NGOs led to improved sustainability reporting practice 
(O'Dwyer, Unerman & Hession 2005). 
Quantitative 
questionnaire 
survey. 
 
Limited collaboration, symbolic engagement with 
adopting of strategic accountability approach. 
(Rodrigue 2014) 
Qualitative case 
study content 
analysis 
 
The internet facilitates interactive stakeholder 
engagement for achieving of greater and democratic 
corporate accountability and allows the 
communication of multiple views (Unerman & 
Bennett 2004). 
Quantitative and 
Qualitative 
content analysis 
Companies are willing to have dialogue and to respond 
to stakeholders’ information demands but many NGOs 
still face lip service and green washing (Burchell & 
Cook 2006). 
Quantitative 
questionnaire 
Civil society’s counter accounts indicated corporate 
reports failure, problematizing the corporate project, 
and addressing the social and environmental impacts, 
exposing the government that favours economic 
interests over the social and environmental concerns 
(Apostol 2015). 
Qualitative case 
study 
NGOs use the internet to reach the public and 
corporate watch has become a powerful weapon to 
produce rich counter accounting (Gallhofer et al. 
2006). 
Mixed method 
online surveys, 
questionnaires, 
and a case study 
NGOs believe corporate social and environmental Qualitative 
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What we know Methodology This research adds 
disclosures are a public relations document. NGOs use 
the media to influence corporate social and 
environmental performance (Momin 2013). 
semi-structured 
interview 
NGOs consider using media as an important strategy 
to produce changes in the corporate social disclosure 
policies (Deegan & Islam 2014). 
Qualitative 
interview 
 
2.4 Corporate environmental disclosures and key determinants  
There have been several previous studies on key determinants in environmental disclosures. Some of 
these studies were undertaken in developed countries, others in developing countries such as the study 
undertaken by Adams, Hill and Roberts (1998) in six western Europe countries; Choi, Kwak and 
Choe (2010) in South Korea; Hackston and Milne (1996) in New Zealand; Huang and Kung (2010) in 
Taiwan; Ho and Taylor (2007) in United States and Japan; Moore (2001) in United Kingdom; 
Oyelere, Laswad and Fisher (2003) in New Zealand; Reverte (2009) in Spain; Roberts (1992) in 
United States. Meanwhile, few studies in developing countries, such as Ahmad, Hassan and 
Mohammad (2003) in Malaysia; Liu and Anbumozhi (2009) in China; Ratanajongkol, Davey and 
Low (2006), Setthasakko (2007) and Suttipun (2012) in Thailand, have investigated key factors that 
influence environmental reporting by companies listed on their respective stock exchanges. The key 
determinants found by these studies are discussed in the methodology section.  However, to date, no 
studies have examined the effect of regulation pressure in the context of Thailand. 
GRI Adoption: 
Studies related to GRI adoption can be separated into two types: First, those that have examined the 
factors and the relationships that affect corporate GRI adoption (Legendre & Coderre 2013; Nikolaeva 
& Bicho 2011); Second, those that have taken the GRI adoption as an independent variable and have 
analysed its impact on the level of corporate disclosures including report quality (Athanasios, 
Antonios & Despina 2013; Clarkson et al. 2008; Galani, Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012; Michelon, 
Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). However, this study considers the GRI adoption and its effect on the level 
of environmental disclosures. 
Galani, Gravas and Stavropoulos (2012) examined the relationship between company characteristics 
and voluntary environmental disclosures in annual reports of 34 companies in the top 100 largest 
Greek companies of 2009. They applied a checklist of 15 environmental items using the un-weighted 
approach. The results indicated that company size and the GRI adoption by the company had positive 
effects on the environmental information which means that large companies disclose more 
environmental information than the small ones. They also found that as a result of the GRI guidelines 
implementation, companies disclose more environmental information in their annual reports. 
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Athanasios, Antonios and Despina (2013) studied corporate human resource disclosures in the annual 
reports of Greek companies, and examined the factors of corporate social responsibility of the top 100 
largest companies in 2009. The results demonstrated that the companies which use the GRI guidelines 
to prepare corporate social reports have higher human resource disclosures whereas the company size, 
industry, and profitability did not have an impact on the disclosures.  
Michelon, Pilonato and Ricceri (2015) investigated the use and lack of implementation of CSR 
reporting practices including stand-alone reports, assurance, and reporting guidance for 112 listed 
companies in the UK between 2005-2007. The study examined disclosure quality including the 
content of the information disclosed, the type of information, and the managerial orientation. They 
found stand-alone reports provide more CSR information than do annual reports. However, stand-
alone reports appear diluted by other irrelevant pieces of information which companies could use to 
conceal CSR information, to demonstrate the commitment to CSR, and camouflaging important items 
of disclosures. Assurance and the use of GRI were found to be not associated with the quality or 
quantity of the reports which demonstrated a symbolic approach and the use of reporting as a 
management tool to gain positive image rather than improve accountability process. In other words, 
some companies do not provide a higher quality of information even though they apply the practices, 
suggesting that these practices are symbolic, rather than substantive. Overall, the study indicated an 
increase in doubtful CSR reporting practices used as accountability tools. 
Regarding GRI adoption in relation to environmental disclosure quality, Clarkson et al. (2008) studied 
the relationship between corporate environmental performance and the level of environmental 
disclosures and they also studied the factors influencing disclosures such as size, leverage, and return 
on assets (ROA) of 191 companies from five of the most polluting industries in the US in 2003. They 
developed a content analysis index based on GRI guidelines. In the disclosure index score, the 
companies’ GRI adaptation (dummy variable) is one of the indicators of credibility. They found a 
positive relationship between environmental performance and the level of environmental disclosures. 
As influencing factors, size and leverage had the most positive relationships with the level of the 
environmental disclosures. Moreover, their content analysis index has been used and modified by 
many other researchers (Clarkson et al. 2013; Iatridis 2013; Moroney, Windsor & Aw 2012). 
Clarkson et al. (2013) also showed the mapping of Environmental performance indicators (EN) in 
GRI.  
GRI adoption may allow companies to acquire legitimacy by demonstrating alignment with social 
norms and may show good corporate citizenship (Nikolaeva & Bicho 2011) underpinned by the 
legitimacy theory. This factor has mostly been observed in company adoption of the GRI framework. 
However, the issue of voluntary environmental reporting based on the GRI framework policy and its 
impact on voluntary environmental disclosures has received limited consideration in previous studies. 
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Table 2-3 shows the key determinants considered in this study. The details of the key determinants 
will be explained in Chapter 4 on methodology.  
Table 2-3: Key determinates used in this study and their impact on corporate environmental voluntary disclosures 
Independence 
Variables 
Theory References 
GRIA (GRI 
adoption) 
Legitimacy theory (+) Athanasios, Antonios and Despina (2013); Chelli, 
Durocher and Richard (2014); Clarkson et al. (2008); 
Galani, Gravas and Stavropoulos (2012) 
Size Stakeholder 
Theory 
(+) Adams, Hill and Roberts (1998); Huang and Kung 
(2010); Moore (2001); Suttipun (2012) 
(0) Ratanajongkol, Davey and Low (2006); Roberts (1992) 
Age Stakeholder 
Theory 
(+) Choi (1999); Moore (2001); Setthasakko (2007); 
Suttipun (2012) 
Risk  
(Debt Ratio) 
Stakeholder 
Theory 
(+) Choi (1999); Suttipun (2012)  
(-)  Moore (2001)  
(0) Roberts (1992)  
Liquidity Stakeholder 
Theory 
(+) Ho and Taylor (2007) 
(-)  Oyelere, Laswad and Fisher (2003) 
(0) Suttipun (2012); Wallace and Naser (1995) 
Profitability Legitimacy Theory 
Stakeholder 
Theory 
(+) Roberts (1992); Suttipun (2012) 
(-)  Ho and Taylor (2007); Neu, Warsame and Pedwell 
(1998) 
(0) Moore (2001); Reverte (2009) 
Media Legitimacy Theory 
Media agenda 
setting Theory 
(+) Branco and Rodrigues (2008); Reverte (2009) 
(-) Neu, Warsame and Pedwell (1998) 
(0) Brammer and Pavelin (2008) 
(+) positive relationship, (-) negative relationship, (0) no relationship 
Some studies above investigated the key determinants in companies with a higher impact on the 
environment, called high profile companies (the environmentally sensitive industries). High profile 
companies are those in environmentally sensitive industries (Suttipun 2012) and are shown in Table 
2-4. Suttipun (2012) found the differences between high and low profile companies in Thailand and 
determined the following as high profile industries: agricultural & food industry (including 
agribusiness and food & beverage), industrials (including automotive, industrial materials & 
machinery, paper & printing materials, petrochemicals & chemicals, packaging) and 
resources industries (energy & utilities and mining). The high profile industries considered for this 
study are also shown in Table 2-4 (service industries are excluded from the case study sample as 
service companies are considered to be low profile (Newson & Deegan 2002; Suttipun 2012) and their 
operations do not have as much of a direct environmental impact compared to high profile companies 
 26 
(Branco & Rodrigues 2006)). The high profile (environmentally sensitive) industries selected for this 
study are listed below.  
Table 2-4: The high profile industries 
 This 
study 
Suttipun 
(2012) 
Newson 
and 
Deegan 
(2002) 
Choi 
(1999) 
Wilmshur
st and 
Frost 
(2000) 
Hacksto
n and 
Milne 
(1996) 
Roberts 
(1992) 
Agro & Food Industry        
Agribusiness High High  High  High/Low  
Food & Beverage High High   High High/Low Low 
Industrials Industry        
Automotive High High High   High High 
Industrial Materials & 
Machinery 
High High  High    
Paper & Printing Materials High High High High  High  
Petrochemicals & Chemicals High High High High High High  
Packaging High High      
Steel High High High   High  
Resources Industry        
Energy & Utilities High High High High High High High 
Mining High High   High High  
Construction Materials Sector High  Low  High High  
 
Another study investigated the differences between environmentally sensitive and non-sensitive 
companies in the use of monetary (quantity) and non-monetary (quality) environmental disclosure. 
Cho and Patten (2007) used data based on the Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini Index (KLD) Research and 
Analytics, Inc. to test the use of monetary and non-monetary environmental disclosures. They found 
the corporate environmental disclosures in negative environmental performance companies and 
environmentally sensitive companies had more disclosures overall and disclosed quantitative 
(monetary) information more so than other companies. Moreover, for non-environmentally sensitive 
companies, those with negative environmental performance had more qualitative (non-monetary) 
disclosures than positive environmental performance companies. The companies also used 
communication strategies including financial reporting as a legitimacy tool which may influence 
society’s perception of them. 
2.5 Corporate environmental disclosures and civil society stakeholders 
The company has to consider the requirements of all stakeholders: powerful stakeholders, lesser 
powerful stakeholders, and society (Deegan 2007; Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). A licence to operate 
is granted by society under a social contract between society and the company (Lauwo, Otusanya & 
Bakre 2016; Shocker & Sethi 1973). Powerful stakeholders and society who hold the resources can 
influence and affect companies’ operations (Roberts 1992; Ullmann 1985). Moreover, the company is 
required to report to all stakeholders that may be affected by the company’s operations, as they have 
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the right to company information (Azzone et al. 1997; O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). The 
company has to adapt to the requirements and information needs of society and close the possible 
legitimacy gaps that society requirements can raise and that are reflected in stakeholder rights, 
stakeholder democracy, and civil society’s agenda by NGOs (O'Donovan 2002; O'Dwyer 2005). 
Anheier and Themudo (2002, p. 193) have stated that civil society is “located between the family, the 
state, and the market and operating beyond the natural confines of national societies, polities and 
economies”. Consequently, “it (civil society) includes all associations and networks between the 
family and the state except firms” (Edwards 2000, p. 7). Civil society members are diverse, “ranging 
from individuals to religious and academic institutions to issue-focused groups such as not-for-profit 
or non-governmental organisations” (Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002, p. 3), and also range from non-
governmental organisations to academic institutions (Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002) includes 
academics and think tanks (Cardiff 2013). External stakeholders such as NGOs or community 
members are elements of civil society (Gray, Bebbington & Collison 2006). In the area of 
environmental governance, NGOs are the most prominent actors and they have semi-official status as 
civil society representatives (Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002). NGOs have been considered as the 
representatives of specific stakeholder groups such as less economically powerful citizens (O'Dwyer, 
Unerman & Bradley 2005) and have been labelled as the "civil society" (McCargo 1999).  
The role of civil society and NGOs: 
The role of civil society in the process of construcing an emancipated society are: first, the critique 
role to expose contingency and contradiction, and second to articulate and disseminate alternative 
ways and to realign power between different power groups (Spence 2009). Furthermore, their role in 
global environmental governance is “collecting, disseminating, and analysing information; providing 
input to agenda setting and policy development processes; performing operational functions; assessing 
environmental conditions and monitoring compliance with environmental agreements; and advocating 
environmental justice” (Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002, p. 1). Moreover, NGOs are promoting 
transparency, accountbility and responsibility of business (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016), and 
defining problems, translating complex scientific issues into understandable problems for the public, 
generating demands and solutions or suggestions to the state or international community, and have a 
special role in social movements and sustainable development (Yamin 2001). It was found that the 
public trust NGOs more than the government or corporations (Teegen, Doh & Vachani 2004; Terwel 
et al. 2009; Yamin 2001).  
The civil society and NGOs play an important role in social movements and social and environmental 
policies. For example, NGOs have been involved in the development of the Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI) framework for sustainability reporting (O'Dwyer 2007; Tilt 2007). Furthermore, 
NGOs are considered professional bodies because their members are often educated and 
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knowledgeable in key and relevant areas (Tilt 2007). NGOs have been involved in global 
environmental governance by providing expert advice and analysis to governments; they organise 
public opinion, represent the voiceless, service provision and monitor the legitimatisation of global-
scale decision making mechanisms (Esty 1998). They also undertake a system of reporting that 
reflects corporate accountability (Gray, Bebbington & Collison 2006). Some governments require 
NGO representation and involvement in police-making at key international conferences such as 
United Nations Economic Commission of Europe (UNECE). In this instance, NGOs have a voice in 
the negotiation process, participate in decision making and provide access to environmental justice 
(Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002). Therefore, the civil society organisations have increasing power in 
revealing corporate actions which impact on society and the environment (Apostol 2015). They have 
the power to pressure companies, follow up companies’ environmental impact activities, and express 
their opinions on shadow accounts. However, some companies do not perceive NGOs as having a 
major influence on their behaviour, but consider legislation as being the most influential, followed by 
public opinion, shareholders, consumers and insurance companies, and finally lobby groups and the 
media (Tilt 1997). 
A few studies have investigated the views of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) of corporate 
environmental disclosure. O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005) examined the opinion of the less 
economically powerful stakeholders by conducting in-depth, semi-structured interviews with eight 
Irish social and environmental NGOs for emerging corporate social disclosures development in 
Ireland, from non-managerial stakeholders. The result showed the demand for mandated, standardised 
and verified sustainability reporting by external parties. The government should pay attention to the 
development of practice in stand-alone reporting and its link to annual reporting. Companies should 
report social and environmental impacts to less economically powerful stakeholders. 
O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession (2005) examined the stakeholder demands to improve sustainability 
reporting in Ireland. They collected data from 53 Irish social and environmental NGOs by means of a 
questionnaire survey which was developed based on the in-depth interviews of the O'Dwyer, 
Unerman and Bradley (2005) study. They found widespread demand for external verification in 
sustainability reports in both the annual and stand-alone reports, and negative views regarding 
reporting credibility and adequacy. Moreover, some NGOs believed that the engagement between 
corporate and NGOs led to improved sustainability reporting practice. In addition, Burchell and Cook 
(2006) examined attitudes and processes of the stakeholder engagement and dialogue, gathered by 
surveys posted to companies, trade unions, and NGOs in the UK. The research indicated that 
companies are willing to engage in dialogue and to respond to stakeholders’ demands for information. 
In relation to the media, NGOs use mass media channels to deliver their information (Yamin 2001), 
including mainstream media (Thomson, Dey & Russell 2015). A study conducted by Deegan and 
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Islam (2014) examined how social and environmental NGOs use the media to create changes in the 
social and environmental operations and disclosure of companies in Bangladesh. While the media 
shapes community attention from media agenda setting theory, the media is used by NGOs to report 
on organisational social responsibility practices. They interviewed ten major global and local NGOs 
in Bangladesh and seven journalists from the leading global and local news media. They found that 
NGOs consider the use of media to be an important strategy that can produce changes in the social 
disclosure policies of those companies.  
Consequently, media is one of the tools that can influence and pressure companies to improve their 
environmental performances. Ader (1995) tested the media agenda by using content analysis with the 
New York Times and the public agenda by Gallop Poll survey on the topic of environmental 
pollution. The result showed that a change in media attention can create positive change in the public 
agenda. Moreover, it was found that when media attention increased, public concern increased as well  
(Brown & Deegan 1998). Furthermore, Brown and Deegan (1998) investigated the relationship 
between the print media and environmental performance between 1981 and 1994. They used search 
key-words for the media articles such as “environment, environmental, environmentally, ecology, 
ecological, conserve, conservation, pollution, polluted, emission, emissions, green, greens, greening, 
Greenpeace, and wilderness” (Brown & Deegan 1998, p. 27). Additionally, they grouped the media 
news as favourable (positive), unfavourable (negative), or other (neutral) based on Hogner (1982) as 
follows: 
 Favourable: the media contains information about the company’s activities which indicates 
the company’s operations being beneficial to the natural environment. 
 Unfavourable: the media contains information about the company’s activities which indicates 
the company’s operations being detrimental to the natural environment. 
 Other: the media contains information about the company’s activities which indicates the 
company’s operations are neither beneficial nor detrimental to the natural environment. 
However, Brown and Deegan (1998) found that news articles normally provided a one-sided opinion, 
either positive or negative, so there was an absence of neutral opinion. Furthermore, they studied two 
types of communication, the companies’ annual reports and the media articles which give positive, 
negative or neutral information. The result showed that companies responded to negative media 
attention by disclosing positive environmental information in their annual reports. In their study, Neu, 
Warsame and Pedwell (1998) searched news articles using keywords comprising the companies’ 
name, environment and nations to identify potentially relevant articles.   
Furthermore, to investigate how the media shapes public concerns, Deegan, Rankin and Tobin (2002) 
examined the relationship between one company’s annual reports and public social and environmental 
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concern issues which were measured by the amount of media attention on the company. The company 
chosen for the case study was BHP (one of the largest Australian companies) for the period from 1893 
to 1997. They also categorised the print media articles according to whether they were unfavourable, 
favourable or other. The results confirmed the hypothesis and supported the relationship between 
public concerns and company disclosures that management provided positive information in response 
to negative media attentions. 
Even though businesses are willing to engage with external stakeholders and the paradigm has shifted 
to environmental concerns sometimes due to media pressure, many non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs) are still faced with negative working experiences with companies who only pay ‘lip service’ 
to social and environmental issues (Burchell & Cook 2008). Moreover, some companies have 
launched ‘Green Wash’ campaigns to pretend to be a green business. In doing so, they hope to build 
or retain a positive reputation and image without changing their operations, driven by capitalist 
priorities that lead to short-term gains and ignore the natural destruction caused by their business 
activities (Ruffing 2007). Little attention has been paid to the role of local regulations and NGO 
activism in promoting transparency, accountbility and reponiblility of business (Lauwo, Otusanya & 
Bakre 2016). 
2.6 Corporate environmental disclosures and shadow accounts 
Using voluntary environmental reporting, companies may take advantage of gaining, retaining, and 
repairing their legitimacy (O'Donovan 2002; Patten 1991; Zeghal & Ahmed 1990). This voluntary-
based reporting can have issues regarding the quantity and quality of reports since reports may be 
incomplete, selective and/or have low credibility (Adams 2004; Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004; O'Dwyer 
2004), and may also be a positive biased reaction to the negative media attention (Brown & Deegan 
1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; Islam & Deegan 2010). Furthermore, the government considers 
economic concerns over social or environmental concerns, which belies the government’s proper duty 
and leads to civil society organisations’ questioning of the state’s decisions (Apostol 2015) especially 
in developing countries (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016).  
Consequently, civil society and NGOs may activate stakeholder democracy, stakeholder engagement, 
and use their right to criticise companies and governments (O'Dwyer 2005). NGOs use alternative or 
external information to criticise corporations and the battle for power which relate to the concept of 
shadow accounts (Dey 2003; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011), or counter accounting (Apostol 2015; 
Gallhofer et al. 2006). Other terminologies used for the same concept include, emancipatory 
accounting (Gallhofer & Haslam 2017), social audit (Owen, Gray & Bebbington 1997; Owen et al. 
2000), silent accounts (Dey 2003; Gray 1997), external accounts (Solomon & Thomson 2009; 
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Thomson, Dey & Russell 2015), anti-accounts (Spence 2009), social justice (Ball & Seal 2005), and 
reporting portrayal gap (Adams 2004).  
The concept of shadow accounts: 
According to the study undertaken by Dey (2003), shadow accounts is information (including 
narratives and discourses) from external sources that are different from internal corporate sources, 
thereby creating a gap between what the companies should report (for the purpose of explaining 
societal and environmental impacts) and what they actually report (involving green washing while 
maintaining the business as usual). Furthermore, shadow accounts are those “consisting of other 
relevant accountability information that is readily available in the public domain, produced 
independently of the subject organisation, and published externally from it” (Dey 2007, p. 308).  
Shadow reports are generally perceived to be subjective, and they depend on the reliability of 
available information which may include “(a) the voices of other stakeholders (where available), and; 
(b) wider sources of information from the public domain (primarily the media as well as other 
independent organisations)” (Dey 2003, p. 7). Although this is a biased view of shadow accounting, it 
stands against any accounts that are provided by the civil society as opposed to corporate 
environmental reporting. Since corporate environmental reporting is voluntary at present, it is mostly 
not assured and is not enforced through legislation; thus its legitimacy needs to be questioned and 
shadow accounts provide the means of presenting and creating the critical awareness that is required 
(Coulson & Thomson 2006; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011; Solomon & Thomson 2009). The 
information criticises the accuracy of corporate information, NGOs provide information that is not 
included in official reports, they also question the corporate information quality (Spence 2009), and 
highlight the problems of corporate reports that may propagandise (Gallhofer et al. 2006). Shadow 
reports, counter accounting or information, and social audits show the value of independent narratives 
that can be carried out by many groups, not just the professional accounting and auditing bodies 
(Cooper & Morgan 2013). 
Counter accounting is described by Gallhofer et al. (2006, pp. 681-682)  as “information and reporting 
systems employed by groups such as campaigners and activists with a view to promoting their causes 
or countering or challenging the prevailing official and hegemonic position”. Furthermore, counter 
accounts are “documents that provide alternative and independent information on the social and 
environmental performance of a given company” (Apostol 2015, p. 213). Moreover, it can be defined 
as “the process of identifying and reporting information on organisations’ significant economic, 
environmental and social issues that comes from external or unofficial sources (expert reports, 
research papers, online journals, studies from NGOs, government publications, legal proceedings, 
etc.) in view of verifying, complementing or countering organisations’ official reports on their 
performance and achievement” (Boiral 2013, p. 1037). Emancipatory accounting in relation to 
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accountability and democracy, focuses on civil society critiques, looks at activist anti-accounts, and 
criticises corporate self-reporting. Academic and civil society have engaged in producing anti-
accounts as a result of greater awareness and to increase the possibility of civil society groups 
outperforming with their agendas against corporations (Spence 2009). 
According to the shifts of accountability from an organisation-centred to an independent, stakeholder-
driven focus (Gray et al. 1997), an independent external organisation may produce a shadow social 
account for its stakeholders, such as that of British American Tobacco’s 2002 social report (Thomson, 
Dey & Russell 2015) and counter information on website reported by activists (Dey 2003). Fiends of 
the Earth produced The Other Shell Report 2002 (FoE 2002), 2004, 2005, 2006 which included the 
voices of affected communities (Spence 2009). Furthermore, NGOs have produced and distributed 
their own ‘shadow’ or ‘counter’ information on specific target companies which usually are those 
corporations that already provide high levels of voluntary social and environmental disclosures for the 
purpose of tackling the corporate propaganda and green washing (Dey 2007). Moreover, from 
multiple stakeholders’ perspectives, the shadow accounts should be promoted because stakeholders’ 
voices may shape or create important parts of a shadow report, and create dialogues between 
companies and their stakeholders. (Dey 2003).  
‘Lip service’ and ‘business as usual’ agendas show a company’s false legitimacy and lack of 
sustainable development initiatives. Shadow accounts can strengthen the influence of stakeholders 
through the dialogues which can expose the flaws or mistakes in company reporting on the relevant 
issues (O'Dwyer 2005). Furthermore, stakeholder dialogue appears attractive and involves companies  
listening and responding to stakeholders’ voices which is also essential to satisfying stakeholder 
democracy (Dey 2007; O'Dwyer 2005). Shadow accounts studies may generate recommendations for 
companies as they could highlight the importance of the quantity and quality of corporate 
environmental reports and suggest how companies can address the legitimacy gaps, meet stakeholder 
information needs, and provide more complete environmental reporting. The future of social and 
environmental accounting must recognise the value of alternative accounting such as shadow 
accounting (Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011). 
Using media and internet, NGOs express their criticisms, views or shadow information to the public  
(Momin 2013). Civil society also uses the internet as a tool to pressure governments and companies 
for more transparency and accountability (Gallhofer et al. 2006). The development of the internet has 
opened many alternative information sources for environmental information and has increased the 
power of shadow accounts.  
Gallhofer et al. (2006) studied online reports for the potential of counter accounting information, the 
emancipatory counter accounting as the online reporting, and the interaction between them by 
conducting online surveys, questionnaires, and a case study of Corporate Watch. They found that all 
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samples use websites to make visible the corporations’ negative impacts and to monitor corporations. 
With online technology, Corporate Watch’s counter account has become a powerful weapon, able to 
produce rich counter accounting that is aligned with other campaign groups or NGOs and to reach the 
public.  
Furthermore, the internet which is a medium of free speech, provides a rich information source for 
shadow accounts and the internet increases the audience for the anti-corporate websites that provide 
critical views of high-profile companies, their environmental reporting and their impacts on the 
environment (Dey 2003). In addition, they can use the internet to easily access and share information 
(Dey 2007). This medium is a two-way communication process which allows users to interact and 
collaborate with end users (Lodhia 2018). Moreover, the power of the internet allows the 
communication of multiple views not controlled by a corporation (Unerman & Bennett 2004), can 
facilitate emancipatory change and political action (Gallhofer et al. 2006; Sikka 2006),  and can be 
used to disseminate shadow accounts and critiques to expose the issues to the public who can then 
initiate possible changes (Sikka 2006). Meanwhile, corporations also use websites to disseminate and 
distribute their information to justify their actions, and attempt to pre-empt the shadow accounts 
(Paisey & Paisey 2006).  
Prior literature- shadow accounts research: 
The shadow accounts present an alternative vision of reality, and provide deeper knowledge about the 
reporting-performance gap (Adams 2004). Adams (2004) studied British chemical company reports 
and compared them with other sources of information. She found the company report disclosures were 
incomplete and different from those of external sources, and provided limited negative information.  
Ruffing (2007) undertook a comparison between BP’s sustainability reports and the shadow reports 
from the Financial Times, an international newspaper, in 2005-2006. She found that the company’s 
reports had not provided complete information or had selected only some figures to report. The 
suggestions of the study were that BP needed to put more quantitative and qualitative information in 
their reports, needed to provide more explanations and needed to follow the international frameworks, 
evidence of which was found to be lacking in entirety in the BP sustainability reports. Management 
had to use the information in the reports not just for advertising, and the company should engage more 
honestly through their sustainability reporting to the public. 
Coulson and Thomson (2006) conducted a dialogic design approach (which includes stimulating 
conversations amongst students) in a course at the honours level on the topic of shadow accounts. 
They assigned students to study and discuss shadow accounts. The students searched for information 
sources from outside the companies. Conceptually, the shadow accounts showed gaps between what 
companies selected for disclosure and what they omitted. The authors encouraged students to 
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critically reflect on shadow accounting practices. Consequently, this paper provided useful 
perspectives on shadow accounting.  For example, the finding of increased shadow accounts on 
companies that had not provided comprehensive environmental accounts.  
Tregidga (2017) analysed a shadow environment report launched by one social movement 
organisation and the target corporation (a state-owned coal mining company) in New Zealand using 
the case study approach, and also conducted semi-structured interviews of personnel from both sides 
(three from NGOs and three from the target corporation). They found the motivation behind the 
production of shadow reports was to present the alternative truth to show balancing views (Gibson et 
al. 2001). Another motivation is green washing information of corporation disclosures which show the 
failure of the corporation to discharge their own duty of accountability. Both NGOs and corporate 
information are found to show the truths which means there are truths or partial truths in their reports. 
In the NGOs’ view, shadow reporting is a tool to counter the corporation, whereas the corporation 
participants felt that the shadow report was not influencing them to change their reporting practices. 
However, shadow accounting creates new visibilities and presents alternative truths (Tregidga 2017). 
Boiral (2013) examined sustainability reporting and found that it camouflaged the real problems. 
Content analysis was undertaken of 23 corporate sustainability reports in the energy and mining 
sectors that received the GRI application levels of A or A+. It was found that 90 per cent of 
significant negative incidents were not reported, which is against the GRI principles of quality 
reporting. The information was usually found to be diluted and mixed with positive descriptions of 
corporate activities (such as awards received) in support of sustainable development, making it 
difficult to identify any negative impacts in the reports. The companies also used pictures to 
manipulate readers to regard the report favourably. The study shows the relevance of counter 
accounting in assessing the quality of sustainability reports and questioning the reliability of GRI 
measurement. 
Thomson, Dey and Russell (2015) explored the use of external accounts from a social activist 
organisation by conducting a longitudinal case of Action on Smoking and Health UK (ASH) during 
1999-2010 as a long-term activism programme. ASH was funded by medical charities, government 
funding, and public donations. They developed advocacy and campaigned using mainstream media to 
amplify awareness of the issues associated with smoking. ASH acquired information from various 
sources including other organisations such as the United Nations, laws, regulations, international 
agreements, opinion polls, and evidence from NGOs, media reports, and scientific publications. The 
ASH organisation also used the NGOs’ networking to promote a wider social awareness, to pressure 
for policy at different levels of government such as the local or international level to generate pressure 
for change. During the period of study, ASH produced nine external accounts. The target of the ASH 
organisation was British American Tobacco (BAT) which, rather than repairing its legitimacy, denied 
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the claims. Ten years later, BAT used its awards to confirm its legitimacy, such as that received from 
the Association of Chartered Certified Accounts (ACCA) for the best social report and was also listed 
in Dow Jones and Standards and Poor’s Sustainability Indices, which indicated the independent 
verification of their social responsibility. However, ASH expressed the view that these awards did not 
reflect the true nature of the business.  
Apostol (2015) investigated the role of civil society’s counter accounts in facilitating democratic 
change in society with their case study of Canadian companies which planned to open a gold mining 
business in Romania. The civil society opposed the project and raised criticisms through a Romanian 
social movement. The findings showed the civil society’s counter accounts roles indicated the failure 
of corporate reports on the gold mining project, problematising the corporate project and addressing 
the social and environmental impacts, exposing the ideological inclinations of government to favour 
economic interests over the social and environmental concerns. The counter accounts led to the 
development of emancipatory accounting. 
Lauwo, Otusanya and Bakre (2016) studied corporate social responsibility in the mining sector in 
Tanzania. They examined the two largest gold mining companies’ reporting practices, the role of local 
government, and the advocacy role of NGOs in relation to the corporate social reporting practices 
underpinned by the theory of political economy. They applied qualitative case study methodology 
using interviews and document analysis of annual reports, social responsibility reports, newspapers, 
NGOs reports and other public documents. They found the news articles and NGOs reports raised 
questions about the regulation effectiveness and the role of NGOs and other pressure groups. 
Furthermore, even though those companies took initiatives to increase their social and environmental 
disclosures, the reports remained selective, and the companies still conducted business as usual 
(Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016). They called for the empowerment of civil society organisations 
and for NGOs to play a greater role in advocating for corporate transparency, accountability, and 
governances changes.  
Consequently, NGOs distributed the shadow accounts to the public, gained public attention, and 
acquired the power to create a social movement to pressure the company or government to change. 
NGOs’ activism can demonstrate a legitimacy gap which leads to the corporate motivation to take 
action to acquire or maintain legitimacy (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016) by engaging in stakeholder 
dialogue and collaboration in order to address their concerns.   
2.7 Corporate environmental disclosures in development economies context 
In regard to the economies of developing country, much of the research has focused on environmental 
disclosures as in the cases of Bangladesh (Islam 2009; Islam & Deegan 2010; Sobhani, Amran & 
Zainuddin 2009), China (He & Loftus 2014; Liu & Anbumozhi 2009), South Africa (De Villiers & 
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Van Staden 2006), India (Sahay 2004), Fiji (Lodhia 2000), Malaysia (Ghazali 2007) and Thailand; 
some of these studies have already been mentioned in section 2.2 on corporate social responsibility, 
2.3 on corporate environmental disclosures, 2.4 on corporate environmental disclosures and key 
determinants, and 2.5 on corporate environmental disclosures and shadow accounts. There are an 
increasing number of studies in developing countries indicating a positive picture of environmental 
disclosures. However, the number of disclosures remains comparatively low, when compared to those 
in developed countries (He & Loftus 2014).  
There is a variety of topics in relation to environmental disclosures in developing countries. For 
example, in Bangladesh, Islam and Deegan (2010) found relationships between negative media 
attention and positive corporate social and environmental disclosure. Another research area in 
environmental accounting is the investigation of management motivation in disclosing environmental 
information such as in Islam (2009). Islam and Deegan (2008) found that powerful stakeholder groups 
and their concerns about legitimacy have affected social and environmental disclosures. Sobhani, 
Amran and Zainuddin (2009) studied corporate social and environmental disclosures. They found low 
levels of environmental disclosures and companies providing environmental information items of 
compliance, protective measures, tree plantation and other green activities, pollution control, and 
waste recycling. 
In the China context, Liu and Anbumozhi (2009) studied the factors affecting the level of corporate 
environmental disclosures (based on stakeholder theory) of 175 listed Chinese companies in 2006 
with weighted scoring modified by 30 indicators of GRI Environmental information indexes and the 
environmental information disclosure measurement issued by China State Environmental Protection 
Administration. They found that almost 40% of the sample companies did not provide environmental 
information. The environmentally sensitive companies (a proxy for government pressure) and their 
size have significant relationships with the corporate environmental disclosures. Companies in the 
eastern coastal regions of China disclose more emissions information. The better economic 
performance companies disclose more about environmental investment and the cost of pollution 
control. The significance of government pressure proxy showed that the companies provided 
environmental information to alleviate government concerns. He and Loftus (2014) studied the 
voluntary environmental disclosures in annual reports and stand-alone environmental or sustainability 
reports of Chinese environmentally-sensitive industries in 2010. The environmental scoring was based 
on GRI disclosures index developed by Clarkson et al. (2008). They found that the better 
environmental performance companies disclosed a greater amount of environmental information and 
this disclosure reflects their performance. However, the disclosure was still low compared with the 
disclosures of companies in the USA and Australia. They have emphasised that there is limited 
environmental data available. 
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De Villiers and Van Staden (2006) studied the trend in environmental disclosure by analysing the 
content of 140 annual reports over nine years from 1994 to 2002 of mining companies and the top 100 
industrial companies in South Africa. Using checklists, they found environmental disclosures 
decreased in environmental reporting (2002) after an initial period (1994 to 1999) of increase, in 
contrast to the trend in developed countries. The general information in environmental disclosures 
appears less threatening than the specific information. Therefore, companies will continue to disclose 
them as symbolic disclosures. They suggested extending the research to other countries and a 
longitudinal study to examine trends, including the observation of general and specific types of 
disclosures. 
Sahay (2004) studied environmental reporting in the annual reports of Indian companies in a variety 
of industries including the oil and gas, automobile, chemical and fertiliser, mining, pulp and paper, 
pharmaceutical, and power sectors. They found that in terms of environmental reporting, most Indian 
corporations had inadequate reporting when compared with the reports produced by developed 
countries. The Indian reports tended to be public relations activities, and the reporting was 
unsystematic and inadequate. The inadequate disclosures may be a result of less pressure from 
stakeholders, the public, and government. Compared to reporting in a developed country, the 
environmental awareness was still found to be at low level. Ghazali (2007) examined the influence of 
ownership structure on corporate social responsibility reporting in the annual reports of Malaysian 
companies and found that the state-owned companies disclosed more CSR information, whereas 
private companies disclosed less CSR information. The study found that the disclosure in annual 
reports depends on public pressure.  
Lodhia (2000) studied social and environmental reporting of Fijian companies in their annual reports. 
He found rarely quantified and small amount of disclosures, around 10 sentences. The disclosures 
were mostly positive information, hard to compare, and of little relevance to companies’ operations 
and environmental impacts.  
Consequently, it is not appropriate to generalise the results from developed countries to developing 
countries (Tsang 1998). Developing countries are at more risk in the environmental area because the 
civil society in those countries is less demanding (De Villiers & Van Staden 2006). Furthermore, they 
often face state or government inadequacies regarding environmental issues, which in turn cause 
disappointment and cynicism. Civil society raises concerns regarding the impact of economic 
activities of business and the role of states and governments (Zinecker 2011).  
In some developing countries such as Tanzania, the government needs to attract foreign investment to 
boost their economy and deal with poverty. They do this by relaxing environmental and social 
requirements (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016). In Romania, the government also favours economic 
interests over social and environmental concerns (Apostol 2015). Furthermore, the regulations tend to 
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be poorly enforced (Banerjee 2008; Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016). Moreover, there is insufficient 
environmental data available (He & Loftus 2014). Prior research has called for more investigation into 
the challenges faced by civil society and NGOs when engaging with corporate social accountability 
issues in developing countries (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016).  
2.8 Corporate environmental disclosures in Thailand 
CSR (Environmental disclosures) by Thai companies: 
There is a small body of prior studies on the topic of listed companies’ environmental disclosures in 
Thailand. For example,  Ratanajongkol, Davey and Low (2006) studied CSR reporting of the 40 
biggest market capitalised Thai listed companies on the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET) in 1997, 
1999 and 2001 using content analysis of the annual reports. They found a significant positive 
correlation between the disclosures and market valuations and an increasing trend of CSR disclosures. 
In addition, the main theme of the disclosures researched is social accounting. From the theoretical 
perspective, they also found that legitimacy and political economy theories can explain CSR reporting 
by Thai listed companies.  
Suttipun (2012) studied Triple Bottom Line Reporting (TBL) in annual reports with the top 50 largest 
companies in the SET in 2010. He found a correlation between the age, business type, liquidity and 
economic information of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) and also found a relationship between size, 
risk and profitability within the environmental disclosures. 
Suttipun and Stanton (2012) have investigated the reason that companies disclose or do not disclose 
environmental information and tested the support of stakeholder theory in Thailand. They used 
questionnaires with a five-point Likhert scale and closed-ended questions and sent them to the 
accountants responsible for preparing the annual reports. They found that the popular reasons for 
disclosure were meeting legal obligations, increasing customer loyalty and competitive advantage, 
customer concerns, and investors’ right to information. Meanwhile, the highest rated reason for not 
disclosing was that no environmental regulations or standards were present in Thailand at that time 
(2012). Furthermore, many companies will consider and make environmental disclosures when they 
are forced to do so.  
Setthasakko (2007) examined the key drivers of corporate sustainability reporting. She conducted 
semi-structured interviews with top and middle managers of two seafood companies in Thailand and 
site observations. She found the external pressures were the government and local communities 
whereas the international buyers had no impact. She found that the barriers against environmental and 
social sustainability are lack of long-term views and the system’s lack of awareness of seafood supply 
chains. 
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Setthasakko (2010) studied the root barriers to the improvement of environmental management 
accounting. The semi-structured interviews with top managements and site observation were used in 
the study to examine three pulp and paper companies in Thailand. She found the root barriers are the 
lack of processing organisation learning, the focus on narrow economic performance and the absence 
of guidelines about environmental management accounting practises. 
Kuasirikun and Sherer (2004) analysed 63 annual reports from 1993 and 84 annual reports from 1999 
of Thai listed companies. They found that companies were not providing adequate information about 
their business activity impacts or the possible negative effects on the environment. Furthermore, their 
information was often not audited and the disclosures were difficult for investors or the public to 
understand.  
Kuasirikun (2005) examined attitudes to development and the implementation of social and 
environmental accounting in Thailand among Thai accounting professionals. She gathered data by 
questionnaire and interviews. The questionnaire survey was conducted between 1993-1994 with a 
Likert Scale 1-5. Semi-structured interviews were conducted in 1994-1995. Both tools were 
completed prior to the financial crisis in 1997. She found an overall positive attitude of accounting 
professionals (accountants, auditors and related accounting professionals) to social and environmental 
accounting. However, her study suggested the key mechanism of development related to the board of 
accounting regulatory process. 
Kaeokla and Jaikengkit (2013) explored the corporate social responsibility reporting of two listed 
companies in Thailand, the Siam Cement public company limited, and PTT public company limited in 
2010. They found that the companies applied GRI guidelines for their disclosures. There was a mix of 
information including qualitative data, narrative information, graphics, indicators and visual data. 
Consequently, it was quite difficult to compare across the companies. Research on Thai companies’ 
environmental disclosures is provided in Table 2-2. 
However, these Thai studies focused on examining the relationship between factors influencing, and 
the level of, the company’s disclosure on CSR or TBL, trends and the theme of disclosures. 
Meanwhile, they have not sought insights into the external stakeholder views, requirements, and 
satisfactions. This study adds significantly to the literature on the quality of Thai listed companies’ 
environmental disclosures. It links with the introduction and implementation of GRI adoption in 
Thailand in 2012 and takes into consideration the periods before and after GRI adoption. This 
research also considers shadow/external accounts, and perceptions of civil society, which is unique to 
this study in the Thai context.  
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Thai regulations and guidelines: 
In 2012, the Corporate Social Responsibility Institute (CSRI) which is an organization run by the 
Stock Exchange of Thailand and ThaiPat Institute (the CSR Institute in Thailand), published three 
documents for social and environmental responsibility reporting (TheNation 2012). These are 
sustainability reporting guidelines, a handbook on sustainability reporting based on Global Reporting 
Initiatives (GRI) 3.1 and corporate social responsibility guidelines. For the sustainability reporting 
guidelines, the definitions, the development of the report and the benefits were mentioned and linked 
to the Thai corporate Government (CG) as well. Second, a handbook on sustainability reporting based 
on Global Reporting Initiatives (GRI) 3.1 was in the Thai language. Third, the corporate social 
responsibility guidelines were definitions, strategies, guidelines and practices of CSR. However, 
before 2012, environmental reporting was included in the evaluation of corporate governance 
practices and became a comply-or-explain rule but not a mandatory approach by the Stock Exchange 
of Thailand (Connelly & Limpaphayom 2004). Subsequently, the CSRI applied the GRI because they 
are the most widely internationally used frameworks for sustainability reports and the GRI 
organisation encourages and supports the frameworks, guidelines and practices on the website which 
also includes a free chart for the companies (SET 2014b). Furthermore, the Stock Exchange of 
Thailand provides training courses for the companies and related staff to learn about how to prepare 
the sustainability reports and the related reports. However, sustainability reporting is still voluntary. 
2.8 Conclusion 
In this chapter the literature in relation to environmental disclosures and performance was reviewed. It 
was demonstrated that there is an increasing concern of stakeholders in relation to corporate activities. 
There are many researcher who applied content analysis to study companies’ reports, especially, 
annual reports. However, other media has been increasingly recognised as a rich source of 
information including online media. Social media is used by companies to provide environmental 
impact information and by stakeholders such as NGOs to reveal environmental shadow accounts 
information. In the next chapter, the theories that are used in this study will be described.  
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Chapter 3 :  
Theoretical Frameworks 
3.1 Introduction  
Many economic theories including political economic theory have been used for the study of 
corporate environmental disclosures (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995a, 1995b; Omran & El-Galfy 2014). 
Political economy refers to how institutions influence each other through an understanding of conflict 
and power among societal groups and the influences between them. From the concept of Marxism, it 
depicts the role of the state, the role of capitalists and the role of labour and the bourgeois where the 
capitalist hold the power, the state is in between the capital and the bourgeois, labour is oppressed and 
transfers the value the labour creates to capitalists, so the structure of power and conflict are essential 
in understanding how society works (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). The Bourgeois political economy 
considers the interaction between groups and the differences in power as generated and maintained by 
groups e.g., companies, environmental pressure groups, and the state. Three theories in particular 
under the umbrella of political economy are relevant to research in accounting. These theories are 
Legitimacy theory, Stakeholder theory, and Institutional theory. Legitimacy theory and Stakeholder 
theory have been popularised in research on corporate social responsibility (CSR) (Gray, Kouhy & 
Lavers 1995b), and were dominant theories in the disclosures literature (Omran & El-Galfy 2014). 
Furthermore, both theories provide the stakeholders’ perspectives, addressing research objectives and 
research questions for examining the extant and relationship of corporate environmental disclosures, 
and the perspective of reports’ users. Moreover, they can be used in both quantitative and qualitative 
phases of a study. The positive aspect of the application of institutional theory, is that it provides 
explanation of why particular practices are chosen,  what types of environmental practices are adopted 
and how organisation make decisions (Glover et al. 2014). Legitimacy theory has also been linked to 
Media agenda setting theory in understanding corporate disclosures (Deegan 2014) in this research. 
Media agenda setting theory underpins the relation between media influencing pressure on corporate 
disclosures (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan & Rankin 1996), observed in both phases of this study. 
All three theories chosen are applicable and useful toward understanding the research context and 
situation. The following sections of this chapter provide the theories that have underpinned this thesis, 
legitimacy theory; stakeholder theory; media agenda setting theory; and the connection of theories in 
this study.   
3.2 Legitimacy Theory 
Many social and environmental accounting researchers rely on legitimacy theory to underpin the 
theoretical framework for CSR research (e.g. Deegan, Rankin and Tobin (2002), Wilmshurst and 
Frost (2000) and Brown and Deegan (1998)). Brown and Deegan (1998) refer to the ‘social contract’ 
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whereby organisations are expected to fulfil societal expectations. In other words, the social contract 
represents an implied promise between the company and society. Moreover, legitimacy theory 
assumes that society allows corporations to operate continuously when they meet society’s 
expectations. It also emphasises how organisations should consider the rights of the public, not just 
the rights of investors (Deegan 2014). Consequently, the failure of social contract considerations may 
affect an organisation’s survival due to sanctions by society, legal restrictions, limited capital and 
labour resources, and customer boycotts (Deegan 2014). 
Legitimacy theory comes under the umbrella of political economy theory. Therefore, it also relates to 
the stakeholder theory and institutional theory. Under political economy, power and conflict among 
economic organisations and the influence between them in society is a key consideration (Gray, Owen 
& Adams 2010). According to Gray, Owen and Adams (1996, p. 47) the relevance of legitimacy 
theory in the political economy theory is: 
“Political economy theory explicitly recognises the power conflicts that exist within society 
and the various struggles that occur between various groups within society. The perspective 
embraced in political economy theory, and also legitimacy theory, is that society, politics and 
economics are inseparable and economic issues cannot meaningfully be investigated in the 
absence of considerations about the political, social and institutional framework in which the 
economic activity takes place. It is argued that by considering the political economy a 
researcher is better able to consider broader (societal) issues which impact how an 
organisation operates, and what information it elects to disclose.” 
The company is a part of  broader society, but the company does not have an inherent right to societal 
resources, only legitimate companies may operate in society otherwise society will retract its ongoing 
support for the survival of the company (Deegan 2002; Deegan 2007). 
Accounting information supports the political economy perspective because it is a the tool for 
legitimising economic and political arrangements, which contribute to the corporations’ private 
interests (Guthrie & Parker 1990). Management considers legitimation strategies important for the 
survival of the corporation and they will pursue strategies to ensure continued resource supply 
(Deegan 2014).  
Concept of legitimacy 
Lindblom (1994, p. 2) defined legitimacy as “a condition or status which exists when an entity’s value 
system is congruent with the value system of the larger social system of which the entity is a part. 
When a disparity, actual or potential, exists between the two value systems, there is a threat to the 
entity’s legitimacy”. Suchman (1995, p. 574) states that “Legitimacy is a generalised perception or 
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assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper or appropriate within some socially 
constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.” 
Legitimacy relates to the following perception as Nasi et al. (1997, p. 300) has defined “it is a 
measure of the attitude of society toward a corporation and its activities, and it is a matter of degree 
ranging from highly legitimate to highly illegitimate. It is also important to note that legitimacy is a 
social construct based on cultural norms for corporate behaviour. Therefore, the demands placed on 
corporations change over time, and different communities often have different ideas about what 
constitutes legitimate corporate behaviour.” Furthermore, legitimacy can be viewed as a resource that 
corporation is dependent on for survival, and its will more considerate on what corporate activities 
will perform (Dowling & Pfeffer 1975).  
The concept of social contract  
The legitimacy theory encompasses the concept of social contract. The expectation of the society 
influences how the organisation acts with consideration of the social contract between the corporation 
and the society and the organisation’s survival will be threatened if society perceives that the 
corporation has not aligned with its social contract (Deegan 2007). However, different managements 
will have different perceptions in relation to how society expects the company to behave (Deegan 
2007). The legitimacy theory also relates to Accountability theory which extends the social contract, 
considers the law and companies' compliance with the law, to be the main point of CSR (Gray, Owen 
& Maunders 1988; Tilt 1994). However, according to the legitimacy theory, the corporation makes 
disclosures for survival or profitability considerations rather than to demonstrate greater 
accountability (Deegan 2014).  
In the early stages of social contract forming, the traditional view of corporate performance was on 
maximisation of profits whereas the social performance was defined as a company’s agreement to pay 
benefits back to society (Ramanathan 1976). The purpose of social responsibility is to use its 
resources and engage in increasing profit activities (Friedman 1962). This is referred to as economic 
legitimacy. Later on the pressure by the society on companies was recognised (Patten 1991). The 
public, in general, has become more aware of corporate growth activities that damage the 
environment and company operations which affect the health and safety of stakeholders such as 
consumers, employees and people in the society. Stakeholders then pressure both government and 
company to repair and/or prevent the damage (Tinker & Neimark 1987). Preston and Post (2012) 
noted that societal matters or public concerns influence both government and the political 
mechanisms, resulting in registration action and government activities in the public policy process. 
The overview of social contract concept is explained by Shocker and Sethi (1973, p. 97): 
“Any social institution-and business is no exception-operates in a society via a social contract, 
expressed or implied, whereby its survival and growth are based on: 
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1) the delivery of some socially desirable ends to society in general, and  
2) the distribution of economic, social, or political benefits to group from which it 
derives its power.   
In a dynamic society, neither the sources of institutional power nor the needs for its services 
are permanent. Therefore, an institution must constantly meet the twin tests of legitimacy and 
relevance by demonstrating that society requires its services and that the groups benefiting 
from its rewards have society’s approval.” 
Presently, societal expectations of the social contract encompass social welfare and a commitment 
from business to: benefit consumers by increasing economic efficiency; benefit employees by 
increasing their income potential; and diffuse their company liability by minimizing pollution and 
depletion of natural resources.  Standard setting processes are nowadays considered new forms of the 
social contract where governments provide a basic guarantee by providing a safety net for company 
performance, while NGOs and firms accept responsibility for creating and implementing mutual 
agreements (Giovannucci & Ponte 2005). Voluntary corporate reporting under this new social 
contract becomes the basis by which companies discharge their responsibilities to society (Guthrie, 
Petty & Ricceri 2006). 
The legitimacy gap 
Society enhances the expectations on business activities that affects their society and environment 
(Tinker & Neimark 1987). Expectations can change over time, the organisation must adapt and 
change to bridge potential ‘legitimacy gaps’ which occur when there is a difference between society’s 
expectations of business thinks and how they actually act (Deegan 2014). In relation to the legitimacy 
gap, according to Sethi (1975), there are many reasons which give rise to a legitimacy gap. These may 
be summarised into two main causes: societal expectations may change, and society discovering the 
negative operational side effects. Media may convey information that could threaten the survival of 
companies (Deegan & Islam 2014; Islam 2009). In some cases, the legitimacy gap may occur or the 
company could lose legitimacy even though the company does not change its activities. This may be 
because there is a change in public perceptions, evolving social awareness, regulation pressures, 
media influences, interest group pressures, and corporate crises (O'Donovan 2002). Moreover, those 
reasons may be interconnected and cause a flow-on effect to threaten company legitimacy. For 
example, media or interest group pressure could cause regulatory pressure, which could lead to social 
awareness of environmental impacts (O'Donovan 2002). Furthermore, the legitimacy gap may 
threaten organisations, even though they may meet societal expectations, if they do not report to 
society that they have already aligned with societal expectations (Deegan 2014).  
Legitimising strategies can be used by management to gain, maintain, or repair legitimacy.  
Legitimacy might be managed by “avoiding issues, attempting to alter social values, attempting to 
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shape the perception of the organisation, and conferring public values” (O'Donovan 2002, p. 348). 
Also, the techniques to maintain legitimacy might be symbolic (which may not reflect real change) or 
substantive change (which reflects the actual change) (Deegan 2014). Sethi (1978, p. 58) has 
suggested three possible strategies for corporations to deal with the legitimacy gap as follows: 
1. “Do not change performance, but change public perceptions of performance through 
education and information. 
2. If changes in public perception are not possible, change the symbols used to describe business 
performance, thereby making it congruent with public perceptions. Note that no change in 
actual performance is called for. 
3. In case both 1 and 2 are ineffective, bring about changes in business performance, thereby 
closely matching it with society’s expectations.” 
The voluntary corporate environmental discloses in the annual report are messages sent to 
stakeholders about company actions and activities (Deegan, Rankin & Voght 2000). The company can 
use the disclosures to deal with the effects of public policy (Zeghal & Ahmed 1990). The disclosures 
not only show that they address policy, but it is also used to create the image of corporate social 
responsibility (Patten 1991). The disclosures might be used to avoid social pressure and boost the 
company’s public standing at the same time (Zeghal & Ahmed 1990). Furthermore, management also 
disclose to align management values with social values, pre-empt attacks from pressure or lobby 
groups, gain and maintain corporate reputation, provide chances to lead debates, secure licence to 
operate, and demonstrate strong management principles (O'Donovan 2002). Therefore, voluntary 
reporting is one of the strategic legitimacy tools.  
Examples of studies underpinned by legitimacy theory include O'Donovan (2002) who analysed 
environmental disclosures in the annual report to extend the application and predictive power of 
legitimacy theory. He interviewed the management of large public companies in Australia and found 
the use of management tactics for the purpose of gaining, maintaining, or repairing legitimacy. For 
example, the use of annual reports to disclose for avoiding the issues, attempting to change social 
values, attempting to change perceptions of the company, and conforming to expectations 
(O'Donovan 2002). Wilmshurst and Frost (2000) demonstrated a link between the perception of CFOs 
and the level of environmental disclosures in the annual reports. 
Research on legitimacy can be divided into two groups. First, the strategic tradition is a managerial 
perspective and covers the ways organisations manipulate and deploy evocative symbols to receive 
social support. Second, the institutional tradition, where sector-wide structuration dynamics generate 
cultural pressures as organisational controls (Suchman 1995). However, the majority of studies that 
used legitimacy theory in analysing social and environmental disclosures have been underpinned by 
the managerial perspective (Deegan 2007; Tilling & Tilt 2010).  
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Level of legitimacy 
Furthermore, there are two levels of legitimacy theory. The first level is institutional legitimacy 
(macro level) which is concerned with how organisational structures as a whole have gained 
acceptance as part of society (Suchman 1995). It takes a wider perspective and raises questions about 
the legitimacy of the system (e.g. capitalism) as a whole (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). In the 
institutional level “established structures, activities, and procedures are used as the baseline to 
evaluate whether the legitimacy-seeking organization adhere to these expectations, like legitimated 
institutions” (Chen & Roberts 2010, p. 655). The second level of legitimacy is organisational 
legitimacy or strategic legitimacy (micro level) which is concerned with the legitimacy of individual 
organisations (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). The main premise of this level is that an organisation 
seeks approval from groups in society. Most of the accounting research has focused on organisational 
legitimacy (Tilling & Tilt 2010). It provides an understanding of corporate social and environmental 
disclosures’ motivations (O'Donovan 2002).  
Dowling and Pfeffer (1975, p. 122) defined organisational legitimacy as follows: 
“Organizations seek to establish congruence between the social values associated with or 
implied by their activities and the norms of acceptable behaviour in the larger social system of 
which they are a part. Insofar as these two value systems are congruent, we can speak of 
organizational legitimacy. When an actual or potential disparity exists between the two value 
systems, there will exist a threat to organizational legitimacy.” 
Prior studies that applied the organisational legitimacy concept, for example, the Newson and Deegan 
(2002) study, look at organisational legitimacy and the concept of social contract which assumes that 
society allows the company to operate to the extent that it meets societal expectations. Newson and 
Deegan (2002) investigated the corporate social disclosure of large Australian, Singaporean and South 
Korean multinational companies and companies with “global expectations”. The failure to comply 
with expectations may lead to sanctions by society on the corporation. So, the company must consider 
not only the rights of their investors but also those of the public. They found the large multinational 
companies used corporate social disclosures to respond to national public expectations but not to meet 
global expectations. So, “organisational legitimacy might be more secure form a national, rather than 
global perspective” (Newson & Deegan 2002, p. 205) . 
Moreover, both levels provide different viewpoints. The institutional level considers society’s scrutiny 
of the organisation or society looking in and how external institutions shape and infuse organisations 
(Suchman 1995). This assumes that social norms and beliefs penetrate the organisation to confer 
legitimacy and survival (Chelli, Durocher & Richard 2014). Meanwhile, at the organisational level, 
organisational managers look outward to societal preferences and for societal support (Suchman 
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1995). Organisational legitimacy is also considered a strategic resource that managers try to gain from 
relevant public by providing symbolic social and environmental disclosure, and symbolic legitimacy 
acts as an avoidance mechanism against the introduction of mandatory legislation (Chelli, Durocher & 
Richard 2014). Therefore, both levels of legitimacy relate to power in the society from outside or 
inside which affects organisations including the voluntary (soft law) or mandatory (hard law) 
practices effects. 
Soft law and hard law 
Legitimacy theory under the umbrella of political economy theory, also links to political power. 
Democratic legitimacy, builds a changing dynamic between state, economy, and civil society. It is 
created by a link between decision making and action in political institutions and the process of public 
formation (which is driven by “non-governmental organisations, civil movements, and other civil 
society actors who map, filter, amplify, bundle, and transmit private problems, values, and needs of 
the citizens” (Scherer & Palazzo 2011, p. 918)). Furthermore, when concerns raised by large 
audiences in society influence state legislation, the government is expected to take into consideration 
social and environmental disclosures, and government regulations, whereas the corporate 
management can maintain organisational legitimacy by complying with those regulations (Chelli, 
Durocher & Richard 2014). Governments that wish to see improvements on certain issues, signal 
corporations and facilitate collaboration amongst business and civil society to improve practices. 
Governments can also encourage and influence new standards to meet best practices for success, and 
can address key issues of transparency and accountability (Bendell, Miller & Wortmann 2011). 
Consequently, from the dynamic democratic process, corporations become politicised through their 
engagement in the processes of self-regulation or voluntary soft law which become new forms of 
legitimacy processes in the corporate social and environmental context (Scherer & Palazzo 2011).  
Soft law is voluntary self-regulation which “operates without a governmental power to enforce rules 
and to sanction deviant behaviour” (Scherer & Palazzo 2011, p. 907), where the government is unable 
or unwilling to provide proper regulations (Bailliet 2012; Mörth 2004). Meanwhile, traditional, hard 
law or binding legal rules are enforced for the prevention of harm. Governments may face challenges 
by  globalisation and fast global changes which make it difficult to implement formal controls in time. 
Limited resources can also constrain governmental authorities to enforce hard law regulations, 
resulting in relatively inflexible governmental structures and processes (Voegtlin & Scherer 2017). 
Soft law mechanisms can overcome the limitations of hard law. The voluntary soft law regulations are 
more flexible than hard law for adapting to new circumstances. They can also highlight some issues 
that might need to be regulated by hard law in the future. They can facilitate collective innovation that 
contributes to development such as the GRI framework, which is currently considered s a soft law, in 
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its fourth version (Voegtlin & Scherer 2017). Therefore, voluntary soft laws can be a starting point or 
first step of regulation (Lee & Petts 2013; Shelton 2000).  
However, soft law faces issues such as exclusionary top-down approach, lack of commitment, lack of 
monitoring and compliance mechanisms, and an absence of compensation for victims of corporate 
irresponsibility (Ihugba 2014). Especially in the countries with mostly small and medium companies, 
the commitment to self-regulation is limited or weak, and requires hard law which would solve the 
problems of monitoring and verification (Ihugba 2014; Utting 2005). Where the implementation of 
voluntary initiatives is not meaningfully integrated into the companies’ operations, their CSR 
activities usually end up being reactive in order to avoid legislative sanctions (Ihugba 2014).  
According to the institutional legitimacy view, environmental disclosure regulation centres on the 
maintenance or repair of legitimacy, e.g., the law might bring forth legitimacy crises for companies, 
requiring their adoption of strategies to repair their legitimacy. Whereas with the organisational view 
the main focus is on repairing legitimacy in response to various legitimacy threats (Chelli, Durocher 
& Richard 2014). In order to understand voluntary reporting, regardless of soft law, it is important to 
note that legitimacy for companies is easier to maintain than to gain or repair (Suchman 1995). 
Corproations respond differently in relation to the type of action required for each legitimacy strategy: 
gain, repair or maintain (O'Donovan 2002). A key strategy for maintaining legitimacy is “keeping the 
organisation and its environment in close alignment” (Suchman 1995, p. 595) and continuing to 
conform with legislative requirements on environmental disclosure. In the absence of legislative 
requirements or soft law, companies could undertake voluntary reporting as a response to perceived 
expectations of stakeholders for such information. This is the outward looking approach described 
earlier. 
In this study, legitimacy theory underpins the observance of the relationships between the factors and 
the corporate environmental disclosures, and NGOs representatives as views of people in the society. 
Also, to examine the possibility of legitimacy gaps in what the company reports and what the users 
would like companies to report in relation to the environmental information. 
3.3 Stakeholder Theory 
“The more powerful the stakeholders, the more the company must adapt” Gray, Kouhy and Lavers 
(1995b, p. 53) have stated. The company is required to serve stakeholders and stakeholders approve 
the company (Ullmann 1985). This theory provides an understanding of the corporation and its 
environment, and aims to broaden the vision of management’s roles and responsibilities, not just 
limited to profit maximisation, but also to further the concerns of non-shareholder’s interests and 
claims (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). Stakeholder theory relates to the relationships with 
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stakeholders, consideration of the stakeholder rights, and the power of stakeholders or stakeholder 
management (Deegan 2014).  
In the early stage of stakeholder theory, Freeman (1984) published the book ‘Strategic Management: 
A Stakeholder Approach’. He identified stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect or is 
affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” which includes internal groups (such as 
owners, customers, employees, and suppliers), and external groups (such as governments, 
competitors, consumer advocates, environmentalists, special interest groups, media, and local 
community organisations) (Freeman 1984, p. 46). Freeman (1984) also related stakeholders to the 
companies’ strategic management and corporate social responsibility concepts. Clarkson (1995, p. 
106) defined stakeholders as “persons or groups that have, or claim, ownership, rights, or interests in a 
corporation and its activities, past, present, or future” and identified stakeholders as primary and 
secondary stakeholders.  
Donaldson and Preston (1995) presented and clarified the three aspects of stakeholder theory: 
descriptive/empirical, instrumental, and normative. The descriptive aspect describes and explains 
corporate characteristics and its behaviour, and explains relationships observed in the external world. 
The instrumental aspect identifies the connections (or the lack of connections) between stakeholder 
management and corporate performance, and provides a predictive value or result. Lastly, the 
normative aspect is related to the identification of moral or philosophical guidelines for corporate 
operations and management including underpinning concepts of rights, the social contract, and 
utilitarianism. However, all three aspects are nested together, the descriptive aspect is the external 
shell which relate to the external world. The second aspect, instrumental is predictive value, also the 
normative as the core fundamental concept.  
Understanding stakeholders’ interests benefits management in a number of ways: it is critical to the 
survival of the company, provides economic well-being, more effective damage control, business 
advantage opportunities, the ability to influence public policy, and political network building and a 
fair balancing in the company social environmental systems of the claims and interests (Mitchell, 
Agle & Wood 1997). Moreover, this theory relates to the accountability and responsibility concept 
which implies that the company is accountable to its stakeholders as the normative approach (Gray, 
Owen & Adams 2010).   
Ethical branch 
The stakeholder theory has both an ethical branch (it is also sometimes called moral, normative) and a 
managerial branch (it is also sometimes called positive, instrumental). The ethical branch refers to all 
stakeholders having the right to be treated by the corporate fairly rather than preferential treatment 
just for the economically powerful stakeholders (Deegan 2014). The company has obligations for 
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accountability to all its stakeholders (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). All stakeholders also have a right 
to corporate information about those it impacts (O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). That is, 
corporations must provide information about how the organisation’s activities affect them. 
According to the normative perspective, the right to information relates to accountability which is “the 
duty to provide an account or reckoning of those actions for which one is held responsible” (p. 38), 
and also relates to the social contract concept about business responsibility (Gray, Owen & Adams 
1996). Reporting is assumed to be driven by responsibility rather than demand, and the corporate 
report is used to inform society about corporate activities fulfilling the accountability which 
demonstrates what the corporation should do (Deegan 2014). The research that underpins this ethical 
branch (O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005); O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession (2005) examines 
the corporate social disclosures and the perspective of non-managerial stakeholders (non-
governmental organisation) which normally have been ignored.  
Managerial branch 
Under the managerial perspective, Clarkson (1995) divided stakeholders into two groups, primary and 
secondary stakeholders. The primary stakeholder is “one without whose continuing participation the 
corporation cannot survive as a going concern” (Clarkson 1995, p. 106). As a result, the management 
gives priority to primary stakeholders (powerful stakeholders). In other words, the stakeholder theory 
managerial branch focuses on the power of stakeholders.  
Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) have focused on three stakeholder attributes to identify relevant 
stakeholders: power (the power of stakeholders to influence the corporation), legitimacy (the 
legitimacy relationship between stakeholders and the corporation), and urgency (the urgency of the 
claim of stakeholders on the corporation). Furthermore, stakeholders who have legitimate claims on 
the company, but have neither power to enforce nor to urgently claim it, will not achieve salience for 
the company’s management (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). Stakeholder influence can dynamically 
shift from one class to another class (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). Therefore, to identify which 
stakeholder group is important to the company, management have to consider all three attributes.  
Moreover, with the conjunction of media agenda setting theory, the urgency and the media publicity 
affects corporate decisions regarding voluntary disclosures (Elijido-Ten 2011). 
Ullmann (1985, p. 552) stated that stakeholder power is “when stakeholders control resources critical 
to the organisation, the company is likely to respond in a way that satisfies the demands of the 
stakeholders”. The greater the critical resources that stakeholders hold , the more stakeholder 
expectation requirements will be addressed by the corporation (Roberts 1992). The company will use 
techniques to monitor and manage stakeholders by undertaking social responsibility programs 
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including using disclosures as a management strategy for dealing with stakeholders (Roberts 1992; 
Ullmann 1985). Therefore, the corporate voluntary disclosures can be one of company strategy. 
Prior research on corporate environmental reporting has also studied the managerial branch of 
stakeholder theory in explaining many influences on CSR disclosures. For example, a study by Huang 
and Kung (2010) of Taiwanese listed companies’ environmental disclosures between 2003-2005 
showed that some stakeholder groups affect the level of the disclosure more than others; external 
stakeholders for example government, customers and debtors have significantly more influence than 
internal stakeholders such as employees. Other research looks at the way corporations manage 
stakeholders’ relationships, stakeholder engagement and dialogue as a strategic management tool, for 
successful legitimacy strategies (Coetzee & van Staden 2011; Mousa 2010). Therefore, stakeholder 
theory can play an important role to influence the companies’ legitimacy strategies. 
Stakeholder theory values corporate responsibility and accountability to stakeholders which is 
determined by the relationship between companies and stakeholders (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). 
The companies’ disclosures could be considered the transparency and accountability factors to satisfy 
the public who have the right to know about activities that will impact their lives. In other words, 
companies have to respect the rights of their stakeholders; to publish information about their social 
and environmental impacts (O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). Furthermore, the consideration of 
different stakeholder groups and how they should be managed for the organisation’s survival is a key 
managerial focus (Deegan 2014). The organisation can manage the stakeholders by providing reports 
as Gray, Owen and Adams (2010, p. 26) states:  
“Information - including financial accounting and social accounting - is a major element that 
can be deployed by the organisation to manage (or manipulate) the stakeholder to gain their 
support and approval (or to distract their opposition and disapproval).” 
In relation to both branches of stakeholder theory, there is a risk of discussion them separately. 
Therefore, the management of many companies will consider both views together (Deegan 2014).  
The stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory 
Stakeholder and legitimacy theories have been used to explain CSR in combination. Gray, Kouhy and 
Lavers (1995b) have studied the social and environmental disclosures of UK company annual reports 
from 1979 to 1991 in a longitudinal study. The research explained that legitimacy theory and 
stakeholder theory generated greater understanding about corporate social disclosures. Furthermore, 
in conjunction, both theories suggest that the disclosures will help the corporations to gain or maintain 
legitimacy with powerful stakeholders (Coetzee & van Staden 2011).  
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Stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory have many similarities to each other. However, Deegan and 
Blomquist (2006, p. 349) explained the differences:  
“Both theories conceptualise the organisation as part of a broader social system wherein the 
organisation impacts, and is impacted by, other groups within society. Whilst legitimacy 
theory discusses the expectations of society in general (as encapsulated within the “social 
contract”), stakeholder theory provides a more refined resolution by referring to particular 
groups within society (stakeholder groups). Essentially, stakeholder theory accepts that 
because different stakeholder groups will have different views about how an organisation 
should conduct its operation, there will be various social contracts “negotiated” with different 
stakeholder groups, rather than one contract with society in general. Whilst implied within 
legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory explicitly refers to issues of stakeholder power, and 
how a stakeholder’s relative power impacts their ability to “coerce” the organisation into 
complying with the stakeholder’s expectations.” 
In other words, stakeholder theory may focus on the expectations of the powerful and may ignore the 
less powerful stakeholder groups whereas legitimacy theory considers stakeholder expectations in 
general.  
In this study, stakeholder theory is applied when observing the relationship between the factors 
derived from the theory and the level of the environmental disclosures, and when examining the 
influence of the lesser economical stakeholder like NGOs which represent civil society. Civil society 
representatives such as NGOs are influential stakeholders under both ethical and managerial branches 
for a number of reasons. They have the right to company information, and it is the companies’ 
responsibility to advise all stakeholders of what and how companies’ activities will affect them 
(ethical branch). Also, civil society is the less economically dominant stakeholder, holding less power 
to pressure the company, however, when they  communicate valuable information to the society, they 
become more powerful and can pressure the company and government to address their issues and 
concerns with the social power supports them (managerial branch). 
3.4 Media agenda setting theory 
Media agenda setting theory is grounded in the mass communication literature and refers to how mass 
media shapes public awareness and the degree of salience of particular topics that effect the general 
public (McCombs & Shaw 1972). It addresses the potential of media influence on public expectations 
resulting in the corporate communications reactions (Carroll & McCombs 2003; Deephouse 2000). 
Under media agenda setting theory, there is a link between the power of the media and the level of 
corporate influence on the public (Ader 1995). The media, through its investigative journalism and 
public reporting, has the ability to influence public thinking on salient issues. Research evidence has 
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shown that the public and corporate agendas are intrinsically linked. With such influence on the 
public agenda, the media has the ability to also influence the corporate agenda by influencing how the 
public may think about corporate issues (Ader 1995). The public rely on the media and to receive 
information of world issues (Ader 1995; Islam & Deegan 2010) including the impact of business 
activities on environmental performance.  
The earliest study known about the agenda setting theory is from McCombs and Shaw (1972) which 
investigated the agenda setting of mass media in the 1968 US presidential election campaign, in 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina. They explained the relationship between public agenda and media 
agenda. Rogers and Dearing (1988) added policy agenda to the theory with three elements: public 
agenda, media agenda, and policy agenda and the interrelationships between them. Some studies have 
found that public opinion influences the state policy in the US (Edwards & Wood 1999; Erikson, 
Wright & McIver 1993). Media agenda setting influences the public agenda on matters such as 
environmental performance and the public agenda would in return influence the corporate policy 
agenda (Dearing & Rogers 1996). This results in the corporate communications reactions typically 
with increased disclosures on matters relevant to salient public issues (Carroll & McCombs 2003; 
Deephouse 2000). 
 
 
Figure 3-1: The elements of the agenda setting theory and the relationships 
 
Obtrusive and unobtrusive issues addressed by the media 
Salient issues addressed by the media may differ between ‘obtrusive’ and ‘unobtrusive’ issues. For 
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everyone would be aware of it and it is unecessary for the media to report on it for society to realise 
that the issue affects their lives. On the other hand, unobtrusive issues  such as foreign events that the 
mass public may not know the details of without the media functioning as a conduit (Neuman 1990; 
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real world conditions whereas the unobtrusive events are mainly portrayed in the media (Ader 1995). 
Unobtrusive issues, from an environmental reporting perspective, include disclosures in the media 
about pollution activities outside the home country or at remote plants (Islam & Deegan 2010), also 
environmental and pollution topics (Ader 1995). Therefore, the media agenda setting theory is 
relevant to this study related to unobtrusive issues including environmental impact issues. 
The public rely on the media to inform them of important issues (Ader 1995; Islam & Deegan 2010) 
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media agenda, public agenda, and real world conditions in relation to environmental pollution from 
1970 to 1990. The study found the amount of media attention relating to pollution influenced the 
degree of public attention in relation to that issue. Also, emotional media affects public impressions, 
negative emotions are more powerful than the positive ones, and the emotions of audiences are greatly 
affected by agenda setting (Coleman & Wu 2010). 
Moreover,  internet media dramatically impacts media agenda setting, especially from the perspective 
of diversified and large audiences (McCombs 2005). In relation to digital media, time span periods are 
shorter, freedom of speech is more prominent, there is more potential for engagagement and 
discussion, and the internet media is starting to have a significant impact on public policy (Lee, 
Lancendorfer & Lee 2005). Recently, corporations began to use social media channels for public 
relations and to distribute press releases to journalists (Waters, Tindall & Morton 2010). Also, the 
public sharing of news on social media is growing in social, economic and political importance (Lee 
& Ma 2012). 
The increasing use of media attention has led to public concerns about particular issues. The misuse of 
media as shaping public attention has also become a concern (Brown & Deegan 1998). There is some 
evidence that organisations such as NGOs and companies use the media to shape the public 
perceptions or to moderate previous criticisms of organisations, their actions and impacts by 
sponsoring media (Deegan 2014). 
Deegan (2014, p. 361) provided a reflection on this point: 
“The NGOs become concerned about poor practices and take news stories to the newspapers. 
The newspapers are generally sympathetic to such issues and run stories exposing the issues. 
Consistent with Media Agenda Setting Theory, this in turn influences community expectation 
and therefore the legitimacy of the focal organisations, which in turn reduces the demand for 
the organisation’s product. Faced with the losses associated with the legitimacy crisis the 
organisation undertakes legitimation strategies of which disclosure is a key component. These 
disclosures hopefully, from management’s perspective, influence community concerns and 
help repair lost legitimacy and re-establish community demand for the organisation’s good 
and services.” 
Media agenda setting theory has been used to investigate CSR disclosures. The application of the 
theory in the environmental accounting literature can be separated into three types. First, studies that 
look at media exposures as a factor impacting the level of the environmental disclosures (Brammer & 
Pavelin 2008; Branco & Rodrigues 2008; Neu, Warsame & Pedwell 1998; Reverte 2009) to measure 
visibility. Second, studies that examine relationships between bad news or a specific negatively 
impacting environmental incident and the reaction of companies or management as corporate 
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practices and reporting (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; Islam & Deegan 
2010; O'Donovan 2002; Tilt 2001a). Third, studies which analyse the source of the news media, 
NGOs and their networks, and the use of media by NGOs affecting change in the companies practices 
(Deegan & Islam 2014; Islam 2015; Tilt 2001b). This research considers all three study types to 
investigate the impact of the mainstream media on Thai corporations’ voluntary environmental 
reporting. 
These studies have matched the media agenda setting theory with the legitimacy theory whereas few 
studies have also used stakeholder theory in conjunction with media agenda setting theory e.g. 
Elijido-Ten (2011). A great deal of research has applied media agenda setting theory along with 
legitimacy theory. This may be because media can threaten companies’ legitimacy through 
influencing the public and creating a legitimacy gap (Brown & Deegan 1998). A company may use 
media as one of the ways to build, retain, and repair the companies’ legitimacy (Islam & Deegan 
2010; Kent & Zunker 2013), when the social expectations have changed. Islam and Deegan (2010) 
found that the companies respond to community concerns, increasing their responsibility for labour 
practices in order to attain legitimacy.  
The early studies that have applied media agenda setting theory in conjunction with legitimacy theory 
in accounting literature include the Brown and Deegan (1998) study. They observed that the print 
media coverage affected environmental industries and the level of environmental disclosure in the 
annual reports from those industries during 1981-1994. The results showed that when there are 
increasing concerns, the companies will respond by increasing the environmental information 
disclosures in the annual reports which relates to legitimacy theory. The results indicate that most of 
the companies attracting greater media attention are related to significantly higher levels of 
environmental information disclosures in their annual reports (Brown & Deegan 1998). Deegan, 
Rankin and Tobin (2002) examined an Australian company’s corporate social and environment 
reporting over 15 years between 1983 to 1997. Their study tested the link between social and 
environmental concerns and company annual reports. The results were supported by the media agenda 
setting theory. The companies reacted to the negative media attention by disclosing positive social and 
environmental narratives. In addition, a study of media pressures and corporate CSR disclosure by 
Islam and Deegan (2010) supported the relationship between the negative media and the positive CSR 
disclosures. In doing so, when the companies were found to appear in negative news reports in the 
media, those companies reacted by issuing more positive disclosures in their report.  
In this study media agenda setting theory is applied to observe the relationship between the media 
factors and the level of environmental disclosures. These factors include whether positive or negative 
news affects environmental corporate reporting and disclosures. Moreover, the use of media agenda 
setting companies and civil society is explored. 
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3.5 The connection of theories in this study  
As already mentioned earlier in this chapter, political economy considers the way power and 
economic organisation work and influence society (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). It relates to power, 
and conflicts of power between groups in society. Under the perspective of managerial stakeholder 
theory, powerful stakeholders and groups in society that hold the resources can influence and affect 
companies’ operations to maintain legitimacy. The company has to fulfil their requirements to society 
as promoted by NGOs. Moreover, according to the ethical element of stakeholder theory, the 
company has to report to all stakeholders that could be impacted by the company’s operations or 
activities. All stakeholders have equal right to company information. Furthermore, according to 
legitimacy theory, a licence to operate is granted by the society under a social contract between 
society and the company. The company has to adapt to the social contract requirements and 
information needs and close the possible legitimacy gaps. Therefore, the company has to consider the 
needs and requirements of all stakeholders, powerful stakeholders, lesser powerful stakeholders, and 
society. 
From the perspective of management, the company has to find a way to continue their business. The 
company may manage stakeholders or shape the stakeholders’ perspectives. The company uses 
techniques or strategies such as disclosures. Meanwhile, from the perspective of stakeholders, power 
is exercised in stakeholder rights, stakeholder democracy, and civil society’s agenda. 
The civil society, especially social movement organisations have increasing power in revealing 
corporate actions and their impacts on society and the environment (Apostol 2015). In the area of 
environmental governance, NGOs are the most prominent actors (Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002). 
Moreover, NGOs have been claimed as the representatives of specific stakeholder groups such as less 
economically powerful citizens (O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). The civil society and NGOs 
play an important role in social movements, and the creation of social and environmental policies 
such as through involvement in the development of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) framework 
(O'Dwyer 2007; Tilt 2007). NGOS are involved in many international conferences (Gemmill & 
Bamidele-Izu 2002), are involved in global environmental governance (Esty 1998), and undertake 
reflections of corporate accountability (Gray, Bebbington & Collison 2006).  However, there is a 
contrasting view that companies do not perceive NGOs as a major influence on their behaviour (Tilt 
1997). 
There are issues relating to corporate and governmental governance in relation to the environmental 
impacts of business activities. A key concern of civil society is the use of voluntary environmental 
reporting as a tool to gain, retain, and repair the legitimacy (O'Donovan 2002; Patten 1991; Zeghal & 
Ahmed 1990) and manage stakeholders (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010). The quantity and quality of 
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reports could be an issue such as incomplete reports, and the selective and/or low credibility of reports 
(Adams 2004; Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004; O'Dwyer 2004), and a positive biased reaction to negative 
media attention (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; Islam & Deegan 2010). 
Furthermore, some governments have shown preferences for economic rather than social or 
environmental concerns, and reveals the myth of impartiality of the government, leading towards civil 
society organisations’ questioning the state decisions (Apostol 2015).  
Civil society and NGOs may activate stakeholder democracy, stakeholder engagement, and use their 
right to criticise companies and governments (O'Dwyer 2005). The use of alternative or external 
information to criticise corporate information and the contest for power relates to the concept of 
shadow accounts (Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011), or counter accounting (Gallhofer et al. 2006). It 
highlights the problems associated with corporate reports that may propagandise and the use of the 
internet as a tool for society to the gain power to pressurise governments and companies for more 
transparency and accountability (Gallhofer et al. 2006).  
Sources of shadow account information consists of relevant accountability information available in 
the public domain, are produced independently and published externally from the subject company 
(Dey 2007, p. 308). NGOs will express their criticism or publish shadow information to the public via 
the media (Momin 2013). As in the media agenda setting theory, the media influences the public 
agenda (Dearing & Rogers 1996), then the public agenda influences policy agenda (Edwards & Wood 
1999; Erikson, Wright & McIver 1993). Therefore, NGOs can distribute the alternative information to 
the public, attain public attention, gain the social power or social movement to pressure companies or 
the government to change.  
When the critical information becomes known, society may change their perspectives, requirements, 
and/or social contract with that company, resulting in the widening of the legitimacy gaps. To close 
the legitimacy gaps companies must implement stakeholder dialogue and collaboration and address 
their concerns. However, the use of media agenda setting to shape the public perspectives for 
company benefits could also be utilised for closing the legitimacy gaps, stakeholder management, and 
damage control purposes. The company may use media as a strategic management tool to combat 
environmental issues that have been raised by the NGOs and media. In some cases, the media may be 
influenced by the company. For example, the multinational companies can control the media and use 
it to capture or shape the social and environmental accounting agenda (Tilt 2007), ‘to ensure that any 
radical movement in these concepts is removed’ (Owen, Gray & Bebbington 1997, p. 196) or 
censored (Tilt 2007), and sometimes the sources of media information are from the companies 
themselves which may explain the little negative reporting about companies in mianstream media 
(Thomas & Kenny 1997; Tilt 2007). 
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Combined application of the theories 
All three theories underpin this study and have been applied together in this study. Legitimacy theory, 
relates to the social contract, the considerations of accountability and environmental responsibility of 
the companies and demonstrating this in their environmental reporting. Companies need to close the 
gaps to be granted legitimacy by society. According to both branches of stakeholder theory, 
management has to meet the information needs of all stakeholders. NGOs are becoming a more 
powerful group and they can raise or point out the environmental issues to society through disclosures 
(shadow accounts and through media). This negative publicity can lead to the banning of the 
company’s products or services and it can affect the survival of that company. Finally, media agenda 
setting theory relates to the use of media to set the public agenda by both the corporations and NGOs. 
Some NGOs use this channel to reveal their information (shadow accounts) to the public. When the 
media publishes the news, society will become aware of the negative environmental impacts. 
Meanwhile, the companies will need to explain or disclose more information to reduce the pressure or 
provide good news to counter the negative news for their survival (Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; 
Islam 2009). Therefore, all three theories provide the conceptual framework and direction for this 
study. 
In this study, the research objectives and research questions are focused on corporate environmental 
reporting covering both perspectives of companies and stakeholders. This study is analysed to assess 
the impacts of various factors on voluntary reporting used by companies to fill the legitimacy gap, 
such as the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines and other factors derived from legitimacy, 
stakeholder and media agenda setting theory as in Chapter 2 literature review. This study also 
examines the possible reasons why companies disclose in their reports. Additionally, media 
consideration of corporate environmental performance has been analysed. Conversely, the NGOs (the 
representative of the civil society) view of corporate environmental reporting and performance as 
shadow accounts and perspectives are considered to highlight the NGOs stance on corporate 
environmental reporting and performance. Furthermore, the use of media, to distribute alternative 
shadow accounts, the use of corporate environmental reporting by NGOs, and the extra information 
needed to emphasise the legitimacy gaps have been highlighted. Moreover, the NGOs information 
shows the real-world power of social movement pressure and the effects to the company.  
All three theories and their linkage has influenced the design of data collection and data analysis. 
Stakeholder demand, stakeholder pressure, stakeholder engagement, and the use of media are 
considered in the interview questions. The theories also gave holistic view for the data analysis, 
findings and discussion such as in the thematic analysis and the link of both perspectives of the study. 
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3.6 Conclusion 
This chapter has described the main three theories, stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and media 
agenda setting theory. Stakeholder theory includes ethical and managerial branch, legitimacy theory 
including institutional and organisational levels. This was followed by a discussion on how the 
theories are inter-connected and combined. Furthermore, this chapter also demonstrated the 
connection of the theories and the application of them underpinned in this research context to answer 
research questions and to design the methodology for this study.  
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Chapter 4 : 
Methodology- Research method and data collection 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter explains the research design, including the philosophical concepts, and methodology for 
answering the research questions. Also, it presents data collection, and data analysis processes. This 
study has applied mixed methods with convergent parallel design to examine the different views of 
corporate environmental disclosure. There are two phases: quantitative analysis of Thai listed 
companies’ voluntary environmental reports and qualitative analysis of interviews with Thai NGOs to 
collect their views on Thai companies’ voluntary environmental reporting.  
4.2 Research design for this study 
Research methodology from a philosophical perspective is “a basic set of beliefs that guide action” 
(Guba 1990, p. 17). Others have called it paradigms, epistemologies and ontologies, or broad research 
methodologies (Creswell 2009). The type of beliefs in the research indicate which methods are 
appropriate for the research.  
Creswell (2009) identified four different types of worldview. First, the post-positivist worldview 
presents the traditional form of research, the scientific method, the reality exist out there in the world, 
as a result, developing numeric measures can observe and study the behaviour of individuals which 
leads to the quantitative method. Second, the social constructivist worldview holds assumptions of the 
individual’s understanding of the world in the way they live and work which relates to their 
experiences requiring the use of a qualitative method. Third, the advocacy and participatory 
worldview relates to politics and the political agenda, involves inquiry, seeks to reform the lives of 
individuals or group e.g., feminists or racialized study. Fourth, the pragmatic worldview values the 
application rather than the method which often requires a mixed methods approach. This research has 
applied pragmatic worldview which emphasizes the research problem and use of multiple approaches 
to understand the problem which opens the door to multiple methods, difference worldviews 
including different forms of data collection and analysis (Creswell 2009).  
Pragmatic paradigms relate to the mixed methods approach. The most well-known is concurrent 
triangulation or convergent parallel design (Creswell & Plano Clark 2011), there are four major steps 
in this design. First, both quantitative and qualitative data is collected concurrently (separate, one does 
not depend on the results of the other)(Creswell & Plano Clark 2011), the weight is ideally equal 
between both methods (Creswell 2009). Second, the two data sets are analysed separately and 
independently. Third, merging step, the separate results are compared or transformed to facilitate 
relating the two data types during additional analysis. The final step, interprets the two sets of results, 
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both quantitative results and qualitative findings, converge, diverge, relate or combine each other to 
develop a more complete understanding of a phenomenon and overall study’s purpose (Creswell & 
Plano Clark 2011). The mixing during the approach usually found in (1) interpretation or discussion 
section, or (2) in the integrating or comparing the results side by side in a discussion (Creswell 2009).  
This study applied mixed methods (the concurrent triangulation or convergent parallel design) 
approach to answer the research questions and to examine the different viewpoints of corporate 
environmental disclosure. The companies view can be investigated from the corporate reports 
including examining the extent, nature, trends, and influencing factors of corporate environmental 
disclosures. Meanwhile, the civil society shadow accounts view can be gathered from the 
representative civil society groups in relation to the company environmental information. 
This study investigates environmental disclosures from 2010-2014 to examine the corporate 
environmental disclosures and test whether there is a relationship between the level of disclosures and 
a variety of determinants established in prior literature, and examine current external stakeholders’ 
expectations from Thai listed companies. Research design of this study is shown in Figure 4-1.  
Internal organisational factors Company environmental disclosures External 
 
Figure 4-1: Research design of this study 
 
This study was conducted in two phases using a mixed method approach. The first phase was the 
quantitative phase, secondary data and longitudinal study approaches were applied. In the second 
phase, the qualitative phase, interviews were conducted with external stakeholders who are the 
representatives of civil society. The methodology phases of this study are shown in Figure 4-2.  
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Second phase: Qualitative 
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Interview data analysis
Research findings
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Data collection: Secondary data 
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Research findings
 
Figure 4-2: Methodology phases 
4.3 Research methodology (Mixed method approach) 
4.3.1 Thai companies voluntary environmental reporting  
To answer the research question “What is the extent, nature, and trend of environmental disclosures of 
Thai listed companies, the effect of Thai sustainability reporting guidelines and the key determinates 
of the level of environmental disclosures?”, the researcher applied the quantitative method to 
investigate the quantity, quality and possible factors with environmental disclosures.  
Companies that do implement and follow the GRI guidelines disclose more environmental 
information in annual reports (Galani, Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012), also disclose more human 
resource information (Athanasios, Antonios & Despina 2013). GRI adoption may demonstrate 
company legitimacy and good corporate citizenship (Nikolaeva & Bicho 2011) underpinned by the 
legitimacy theory.  However, the adoption of GRI may not lead to improvements in disclosures or 
enhance transparency (Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015). Prior studies have focused on the impact 
of GRI adoption on environmental reporting and disclosures. However, in this study the impact of the 
policy launch on the voluntary environmental disclosures of companies has been examined, which has 
not been considered in previous studies. This study contributes from this novel perspective to the 
literature on the impacts of GRI reporting on voluntary environmental reporting and disclosures of 
companies. The effect of the Thai sustainability guidelines has been studied and the following 
hypothesis was tested: 
H1: There is a significantly positive relationship between the amount of environmental disclosures 
and the Thai sustainability guidelines, released in 2012. 
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The impacting variables/determinants relevant to this study have been derived from the following 
literature: 
Independent Variables: 
Size 
Large companies have more shareholders who might be concerned about the company’s social 
programs, activities, and impacts on society (Cowen, Ferreri & Parker 1987; Hackston & Milne 
1996). This will lead to more attention from the public which will pressure the companies to disclose 
more information (Cowen, Ferreri & Parker 1987). Furthermore, many researchers found company 
size had influenced the disclosures. For example Adams, Hill and Roberts (1998) studied the 
influencing factors of social disclosures with a content analysis of 150 annual reports in 6 European 
countries. They found that company size and industrial groups influenced social disclosures. Moore 
(2001) studied the comparison between corporate social performance and corporate financial 
performance in the supermarket industry in the United Kingdom. He found a positive relationship 
between the age and size of the company and the increased disclosures. Huang and Kung (2010) 
examined the link between environmental disclosure and three difference groups of stakeholders of 
companies listed on the Stock Exchange of Taiwan from 2003 to 2005. They studied 759 highly 
polluting companies. They found the larger sized companies, a large number of employees and more 
diversify stockholders influenced the environmental disclosures. Similarly, in Thailand, Suttipun 
(2012) found the relationship between company size and environmental information in the Triple 
Bottom Line (TBL) disclosures.  
However, not all studies supported the relationship between size and increased environmental 
disclosures. For example, Roberts (1992) found no size correlation in 130 major corporations in the 
United States of America. In addition, in Thailand, Ratanajongkol, Davey and Low (2006) found no 
meaningful relationship between company size and their amount of CSR disclosures. This study 
examined the influence of the company size on the level of the environmental disclosures. The 
following hypothesis was tested: 
H2: There is a significant relationship between the amount of environmental disclosures and the 
company size. 
Age 
The company’s age can be measured by the number of years of operation since its inception. More 
mature companies can have a greater reputation and they have a history of former social responsibility 
activities (Choi 1999). The older companies may have to disclose more information because they tend 
to accumulate more stakeholders than younger companies which is also an implication of the 
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stakeholder theory (Suttipun 2012). Moore (2001) found a relationship between company age and the 
CSR disclosures. In Thailand, Setthasakko (2007) examined key drivers of corporate sustainability 
reporting. She used semi-structured interviews with top and middle managers and site observations of 
two seafood companies in Thailand. She found many years of operation led towards long-term 
commitment to environmental and social sustainability reporting. Meanwhile, smaller and younger 
companies focused on the economic aspects. Suttipun (2012) studied Triple Bottom Line (TBL) 
reporting of the top 50 companies listed in the SET in 2010. He also found a relationship between age, 
liquidity and the economic information of the TBL disclosures. However, some studies assigned age 
as a control variable (Liu & Anbumozhi 2009; Roberts 1992). The following hypothesis was tested: 
H3: There is a significant relationship between the amount of environmental disclosures and the 
company’s age. 
Risk (Debt ratio) 
Creditors are concerned about the continued operation of the companies and the money that the 
company spends on CSR activities. As a result, the company will have to disclose more regarding 
their CSR activities (Roberts 1992). Companies need to respond to creditors’ expectations as in the 
stakeholder theory. Therefore, the higher the debt ratio tends to increase the level of the disclosures. 
Suttipun (2012) found a relationship between environmental information and disclosures on debt. 
Moreover, Choi (1999) investigated the voluntary disclosures of social and environment information 
in corporate reports of companies listed on the Korean Stock Exchange in 1997. He found financial 
leverage (risk) as one of the significant variables of environmental disclosures especially in high 
profile industries. 
However, opposite results have also been found. For example, Roberts (1992) did not find a 
relationship between CSR disclosures and leverage. Moore (2001) suggested a negative association 
between social performance and reporting and leverage and finally no relationship. The following 
hypothesis was tested: 
H4: There is a significant relationship between the amount of environmental disclosures and company 
leverage. 
Liquidity 
Liquidity is the companies’ ability to manage short-term debt without having to liquidate their long-
term assets or business. This is of interest to some stakeholder groups such as investors, lenders and 
regulatory authorities that require companies to provide more details regarding going concern status 
(Oyelere, Laswad & Fisher 2003; Wallace & Naser 1995). Consequently, companies with a low 
liquidity ratio will present more CSR disclosure. Studies by Oyelere, Laswad and Fisher (2003), used 
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determinants of the financial reporting, including environmental information, of 229 New Zealand 
listed companies in 1998. The companies formed two groups: those that provided financial 
information on the internet and those that did not provide liquidity information on the internet. They 
studied the differences between two groups and liquidity is one of the significant predictors in their 
study.  
Ho and Taylor (2007) found the companies with higher liquidity tended to have lower total TBL and 
environmental TBL disclosures. Some research found no support such as Wallace and Naser (1995) 
studied determinants of mandatory disclosure in the annual report of Hong Kong listed companies. 
Again, in Thailand, Suttipun (2012) did not find the relationship between the environmental TBL 
disclosures and liquidity disclosures. The following hypothesis was tested: 
H5: There is a significant relationship between the amount of environmental disclosures and the 
company’s liquidity. 
Profitability 
From the legitimacy theory perspective, the relationship between profitability and the disclosure of 
environmental information can be regarded in two ways: positive or negative (Neu, Warsame & 
Pedwell 1998; Reverte 2009). As those authors point out, when the company makes a profit, the 
environmental disclosures would, for those stakeholders who care about the environment, give 
confirmation that profit has not been at the expense of the environment. Meanwhile, when the 
company cannot make a profit, they can convince to their stakeholders that current environmental 
investments will result in long-term competitive advantages or can distract attention from the financial 
results (Reverte 2009). 
From the positive perspective, stakeholder theory predicts a positive association between accounting-
based measures of prior economic performance and the level of social responsibility disclosures 
(Roberts 1992). Similarly, in Thailand, Suttipun (2012) found that higher profit companies disclose 
more environmental information than those with  lower profit. 
Neu, Warsame and Pedwell (1998) found the opposite relationship between profitability and CSR 
disclosure. The results showed that during unprofitable years, the company increased levels of 
environmental disclosures. Yet Ho and Taylor (2007) found lower profitability companies are more 
likely to disclosure CSR information. 
Reverte (2009) found no relationship between profitability and CSR disclosure. Moore (2001) points 
out that it could be a cycle of events. For example, a company may have good financial performance 
leading to good social performance, then distract stakeholders with better CSR disclosure  in period of 
negative financial performance. 
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Some studies consider accounting-based financial performance measures such as return on asset 
(ROA) or return on equity (ROE) as better predictors of corporate social responsibility than market-
based measures such as market return or Price/Earnings(P/E) ratio (Moore 2001). This study will use 
return on asset (ROA) to measure the company profitability as in prior studies (Ahmad, Hassan & 
Mohammad 2003; Branco & Rodrigues 2008; Hackston & Milne 1996; Ho & Taylor 2007;Huang & 
Kung 2010; Moore 2001; Reverte 2009). The following hypothesis was tested:   
H6: There is a significant relationship between the amount of environmental disclosures and the 
company’s profitability. 
Media exposure 
Using the media agenda setting theory and legitimacy theory, Brown and Deegan (1998) and Deegan, 
Rankin and Tobin (2002) studied the role of media coverage in increasing public policy pressures on 
companies. They found that higher levels of environmental issues released in print media increased 
public concerns and lead to greater environmental disclosures from companies. Reverte (2009) 
studied the determinates of CSR disclosures of Spanish listed companies in 2005 and 2006. He found 
a relationship between higher CSR disclosure scores and higher media exposure. Furthermore, the 
media exposure is the most influential variable for explaining company CSR score variation (Revert, 
2009). Branco and Rodrigues (2008) also found a positive relationship between social responsibility 
disclosures and media exposure. Therefore, more media coverage increases the companies’ visibility 
resulting in further public attention and concern. 
However, Brammer and Pavelin (2008) examined patterns in the quality of voluntary environmental 
disclosures of 450 large UK companies and found that media exposure had no significant effect on the 
disclosures.  Moreover, Neu, Warsame and Pedwell (1998) found a negative relationship between 
media exposure and CSR disclosure which implies that the degree of media coverage affects levels of 
environmental disclosures in an inverse manner.  
This study examined media exposure, or high-visibility which can be measured by the number of 
news items in the media (Branco & Rodrigues 2008). The Factiva database was used to acquire news 
items on 108 sample companies between 2010-2014 (Mostly the companies operation period is same 
as the calendar year) from two English language newspapers in Thailand namely, The Bangkok Post 
and The Nation (Buripakdi 2008; Forsyth 2007; Singhapakdi et al. 1995). The English newspapers 
have more freedom of expression or less censorship in developing countries (Frederick & De Alwis 
2009), and more in-depth news analyses (Masavisut, Sukwiwat & Wongmontha 1986). Furthermore, 
English is a common business language in Thailand and English newspapers are mostly read by 
business groups (Masavisut, Sukwiwat & Wongmontha 1986; Singhapakdi et al. 1995) including 
potential powerful stakeholders. The present study expected to find a significant and positive 
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relationship between the extent of news media attention and corporate reporting disclosures. The 
following hypothesis was tested: 
H7: There is a significant relationship between high media exposure companies and environmental 
disclosures. 
However, above hypothesis does not specify whether the media exposure is positive or negative news.  
Brown and Deegan (1998) and Deegan, Rankin and Tobin (2002), found a positive relationship 
between higher levels of negative media attention and higher levels of positive environmental 
disclosures in annual reports. Moreover, prior studies have shown that companies disclose 
information in a positive manner (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan & Gordon 1996; Deegan & Rankin 
1996). Therefore, the environmental information contained in companies’ reports in this study are 
overwhelmingly positive (Brown & Deegan 1998). This study examines the relationship of nature of 
media (positive or negative). The following hypothesis was tested: 
H8: There is a significant relationship between the nature of media’s (positive or negative) coverage 
and environmental disclosures. 
Control Variables: 
Industry type   
Literature suggests that high profile companies in environmentally sensitive industries are expected to 
have higher levels of environmental disclosures (Deegan & Gordon 1996; Hackston & Milne 1996; 
Roberts 1992). High profile industries are those that operate in intense competition, have high-
visibility, form consumer or high regulation risks, and prior studies may have captured some systemic 
relationship between these characteristics and social responsibility activities (Hackston & Milne 1996; 
Roberts 1992).  
4.3.1.1 Data collection (quantitative) 
In the first phase, this study investigated environmental disclosures in annual and stand-alone reports 
of companies listed in the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET) during 2010-2014. This timeframe was 
selected because it spans the period that the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines were released in 
2012. The data collection period examines the two years before and after that event. The pre and post 
study applies some lag time which can range from one financial quarter up to a year for short-run 
policies (Cagan & Schwartz 1987). The mean lag time for effective monetary action requires a year 
(Friedman 1961). Furthermore, when the policy has been implemented, there is an effectiveness lag 
which can take between nine and 18 months (McEachern 2012). Therefore, the lag time varies 
between three months and one and a half years. This study applies one year for testing the policy 
implementation resulting in the periods shown in table 4-1.  
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Table 4-1: Year justification 
Year Justification 
2010 Two-years prior to the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines launch 
2011 One-year prior to the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines launch 
2012 The year the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines were launched, this year was 
still considered as prior due to the lag time. 
2013 The year after the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines were launched 
2014 Two-years after the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines were launched 
 
Selection of companies for quantitative phase: 
The population for this study consists of all the Thai companies listed on the Stock Exchange of 
Thailand (SET). For this study, the sample was then selected from high profile industries on SET 
between 2010 and 2014 that were mentioned in the high profile industries literature review. The final 
sample consisted of four high profile groups based on the number of companies in 2014 (SET 2014a): 
agro & food industry (including agribusiness and food & beverage) 27, industrials industry (including 
automotive, industrial materials & machinery, paper & printing materials, petrochemicals & 
chemicals, packaging) 40, resources industry (energy & utilities and mining) 27 and construction 
materials 14. Therefore, in each year 108 companies from over 500 companies listed on the Stock 
Exchange of Thailand were analysed resulting in 540 total environmental data sets analysed. All name 
of industry are given by SET. However, the final sample excluded companies that had incomplete 
information for the whole study period on their website and the Stock Exchange of Thailand’s 
website. 
Data collection for the independent variables:  
The company’s general characteristics were examined as well as the information relevant to the 
independent variables (Size, Age, Risk, Liquidity, and Profitability) found on the SET and company’s 
website. The companies’ data was searched, coded and copied into the statistical software.  
Website-based reports: 
The internet is a communication medium that companies use to report their information to the public 
(Khan 2007). Furthermore, the company webpages are aimed to both provide information to the 
broader public and give community involvement prominence whereas the annual reports relate to 
investor interests (Branco & Rodrigues 2008). The benefits of the internet reports to the companies 
are the cost savings, easy access by a large number of users, company updates that are available easily 
and being able to provide timely data (Adams & Frost 2006; Gray & Bebbington 2001; Khan 2007). 
Additionally, the functionality of the website can be customised by the user, and provided new 
communication ways between company and their stakeholders as two-way communication (Adams & 
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Frost 2006). However, the data on the internet still has some limitations. For example, the data does 
not have a permanent record (Gray & Bebbington 2001; Herzig & Godemann 2010), and the data can 
be difficult to find, often hidden deep within the company website (Herzig & Godemann 2010). 
Extensive research has been undertaken on internet based reporting and disclosures such as by Branco 
and Rodrigues (2008); Jose and Lee (2007). Some articles not only used print reports as the primary 
source, but also searched for the internet based information for example Branco and Rodrigues 
(2008); Ho and Taylor (2007); Liu and Anbumozhi (2009). 
Branco and Rodrigues (2008) studied social responsibility disclosures on both website and annual 
reports of the listed companies on the Portuguese Stock Exchange in 2003 and on web pages up to 
August, 2004. The study used content analysis of data that was classified into environmental, human 
resource, products and customers, and community involvement themes. The result showed that annual 
reports are directed to investors and are also based on human resources themes. Meanwhile, company 
web pages are intended for a broader public and provide information relevant to communities.  
Consequently, this study collected data from the annual reports, sustainability reports from 
companies’ websites and the Stock Exchange of Thailand’s website to present a holistic picture of 
corporate environmental disclosures. 
Sentiment analysis:  
This study applied a sentiment analysis of the nature of media, an independent variable that is implied 
in the environmental disclosures. Environmental disclosures can represent positive, negative, or 
neutral company information. The definitions of positive, negative or neutral are developed from 
Hogner (1982) who referred to ‘good news’ and ‘bad news’, Brown and Deegan (1998); Deegan and 
Gordon (1996) as follows: 
 Positive refers to companies’ information about corporate environmental activities which 
have a positive, beneficial impact on society. 
 Negative refers to companies’ information about corporate environmental activities which 
have a negative, deleterious impact on society. 
 Neutral refers to companies’ information about corporate environmental activities which have 
nether positive nor negative impact on society (Brown & Deegan 1998). 
Previous studies found a relationship between corporate environmental disclosures and positive 
information. For example, Deegan and Gordon (1996) analysed 197 environmental disclosures in 
companies’ annual reports and found that the companies disclose positive information but suppress 
negative information. Deegan and Rankin (1996) analysed 20 companies’ annual reports in Australia 
between 1990 and 1993. The result confirmed the Deegan and Gordon (1996) study, that even though 
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companies did provide negative information, it was quite small in amount, an average of only 5.5 
words and just six companies of 20 samples provided negative environmental information. 
Abrahamson and Amir (1996) analysed the management/president/CEO’s letters to shareholders with 
a computerised content analysis technique. The study examined the relationship between the 
information in the president’s letters and the accounting-based firm performance measures. They 
analysed over 2,600 president’s letters in 1987-1988 searching for negative words in the letters. In the 
research process, they generated a list of 56 negative words as provided in Appendix D. Subsequently, 
Van den Bogaerd and Aerts (2011) used a computer-aided content analysis technique to analyse large 
amounts of accounting research and developed a word dictionary of 79 positive and 76 negative 
words.  
Furthermore, Clatworthy and Jones (2003) examined the Chairman’s statements in the annual reports 
of 100 listed companies in the United Kingdom. They concluded that the management good 
performance companies tended to give positive information and companies that experienced bad 
performance tended to avoid reporting about the bad results. In the study, they used a list of 92 
positive and 63 negative words as provided in Appendix D and the lists were also used by Davidsson 
and Hamrin (2011). Henry (2008) studied the stock market reaction to press releases on earnings 
using an elementary computer-based content analysis. The sample consisted of 562 companies from 
the telecommunications and computer services industries operating between 1998 and 2002 in the 
United States of America. The results found the tone of the news influences investor reactions. In 
measuring the tone, a thesaurus-based keyword search was applied.  Lists of positive and negative 
words including similar meaning words were used. He provided a list of 104 positive and 85 negative 
words as shown in Appendix D. 
In this study all positive and negative words utilised in the previous studies were applied. The list of 
positive and negative words was used in the data collecting stage which involved searching and 
counting the number of these words used and rating the news articles as positive, negative, or neutral.   
The Factiva database was used to acquire all news items regarding the sample companies during 
2010-2014 in two English newspapers in Thailand namely, The Bangkok Post and The Nation 
(Buripakdi 2008; Forsyth 2007). This was transferred into the NVivo software and searched for the 
positive and negative words listed to discover the frequency of use. Consequently, the overall tone of 
the news was scored (DiStaso 2012; Henry 2008). The score, between 1 and -1, will show the positive 
or negative side of the news article. 
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The sentiment analysis process:  
For the media exposure and type of media item, first, the data was collected from Factiva database 
from two English newspapers in Thailand with keywords related to environmental disclosures in each 
year from 1 January 2010 to 31 December 2014. The keywords were the company’s name and 
environmental terms such as “environment, environmental, environmentally, ecology, ecological, 
conserve, conservation, pollution, polluted, emission, emissions, green, greens, greening, Greenpeace, 
and wilderness” (Brown & Deegan 1998, p. 27). Then the individual news articles were imported into 
NVivo software.  
Second, the keywords in relation to GRI environmental performance indicators were used to filter the 
related news articles in NVivo software. Those keywords were “materials, energy, water, biodiversity, 
emissions, effluents, waste, product and services, compliance, transport, recycle, energy save, 
renewable, reuse, restore, extinction, greenhouse gas, ozone, hazardous, impact, fine, law, regulation, 
protection and spill” (GRI 2011) which came from the GRI 3.1 environment performance indicators. 
In doing this, the researcher removed news not related to environmental issues. The total of related 
news articles was 459 articles. Then the researcher tallied the number of news articles per company, 
per year for the media exposure variable and entered it into the data collection sheet. 
Third, functions in NVivo software were used to count the positive and negative words. From the 
literature, there was a list of 243 positive words and 184 negative words. To reduce the bias of 
unevenness in the number of each type, the researcher found extra negative words from two sources. 
The first source was from accounting literatures found by using Google Scholar searching for 
“critique of corporate environmental reporting” and setting the mandatory word “criticism”. Some of 
those research papers have been covered in the literature review chapter. The available articles were 
downloaded and imported into the NVivo software. Consequently, the researcher applied the 
frequently used words search function for all the readable articles. A word frequency count approach 
has been used by many studies such as Abrahamson and Amir (1996); Clatworthy and Jones (2003); 
Henry (2008). The negative words were gathered from the resulting 2000 frequently used words in the 
literature. The second source of further negative words was from a similar search of 459 
environmental news articles. Those news articles were imported to the NVivo software with the other 
accounting literature articles and searched for frequent words. Negative words were extracted from 
the 1000 frequently used words in the environmental articles. Those words were added into the 
negative words bank including words in the different tenses (Churky, Lee & Clinton 2008; Moffitt & 
Burns 2009). This increased the number of negative words to 250 in line with the 243 positive words. 
Fourth, to test the validity of the new keywords, the population of 459 news articles  was reduced to a 
sample size of 210 articles with confidential interval at 95%. The parallel test was applied for 
comparing the similarity between keywords and the result from the content reading by the researcher. 
 72 
The result of the comparison found 73% similarity. The acceptable level of inter-coder reliability in 
most situations should be greater than 80%, however, the criterion of 70% is often used to justify the 
selection of keywords (Lombard, Snyder‐Duch & Bracken 2002). 
Fifth, after creating the positive and negative word list, the researcher used the query function in the 
NVivo software to find the number of positive and negative words used in each news article. Then the 
result was exported to an excel file to calculate the tone score applied from DiStaso (2012) and Henry 
(2008). The scores range from 1 to -1 which shows the positive or negative side of the news article. 
Overall Tone =
𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 − 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑛𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠
𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠 + 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑛𝑒𝑔𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑑𝑠
 
Finally, the news articles were classified as either favourable (positive), unfavourable (negative) or 
other (neutral) by Overall Tone. Consequently, the researcher averaged the overall tone of each 
company in each year for the media nature variable and recorded this on the data collection sheet. 
Table 4-2: The independent variables definition 
Independent 
Variables 
Equation form Definition 
H1: Year Y2011-Y2014 Dummy variables  
Y2011 = (0 = not the year 2011, 1 = 2011) 
Y2012 = (0 = not the year 2012, 1 = 2012) 
Y2013 = (0 = not the year 2013, 1 = 2013) 
Y2014 = (0 = not the year 2014, 1 = 2014) 
 Y2011-Y2014 Dummy variables 
GRIA = (0 = year 2010-2012, 1 = year 2013-2014 
H2: Size SIZE Companies size (Log of Market capitalisation) 
H3: Age AGE Years of company operation since inception 
H4: Risk RISK Debt ratio (total debt/total equity) or leverage 
H5: Liquidity LIQUIDITY Current ratio (total current asset/total current liability) 
H6: Profitability PROFITABILITY ROA (net income profit / total assets) 
H7: Media exposure MEDIANO Number of media 
H8: Media nature MEDIASCORE Media overall tone (Count of positive words – count of 
negative words  divided by Count of positive words + 
count of negative words) 
 
  
 73 
Data collection for dependent variable: 
To examine the quantity of the environmental disclosures, a content analysis by checklist, developed 
based on the environmental disclosure requirements in G3.1, was performed. The Thai sustainability 
reporting guidelines are based on GRI version 3.1. The level of environmental disclosures and items 
derived from the GRI framework are presented in Appendix A. The Eviews9 statistical package was 
used to analyse the data.  
Collecting data and the coding process started with downloading the company’s reports and an initial 
analysis by searching the companies’ websites and the Stock Exchange of Thailand’s website. This 
study collected data from the annual reports of Thai companies, Thai sustainability reports and 
companies’ information from their website in Thai language as some companies have not provided an 
English version. In some research on countries that do not have English as the first language,  data has 
been collected in the local language as Choi (1999); Kuasirikun and Sherer (2004). The researcher 
excluded certain companies from the final sample that did not provide reports on their  websites or the 
Stock Exchange of Thailand’s website in the study period.  
The GRI guidelines have been widely used to measure the level of corporate environmental 
disclosures in the surveys of KPMG (2008); PricewaterhouseCoopers (2002). Multiple research 
articles studying environmental disclosures have utilised GRI guidelines (Hussey, Kirsop & Meissen 
2001; Morhardt 2010; Skouloudis, Evangelinos & Kourmousis 2010) for the development of the 
disclosure index. Furthermore, the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines in 2012 were based on GRI 
version 3.1. Therefore, this study also applied those guidelines. The dependent variable, the level of 
environmental disclosures of the sample companies, was measured using the checklist approach to 
discover the initial contents, themes, and environmental reporting topics of those indicators in the 
companies’ reporting.  
Content analysis: 
CSR and Environmental disclosures research has widely used content analysis for analysing the 
degree of disclosures (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995a). Many researchers in CSR and environmental 
disclosures use this analysis. Examples include: Ahmad, Hassan and Mohammad (2003); Branco and 
Rodrigues (2008); Deegan and Gordon (1996); Hackston and Milne (1996); Islam and Deegan (2008). 
Content analysis was also used as a main analysis tool for published information (Jose & Lee 2007). 
Therefore, this study applied the content analysis approach. 
Guthrie and Abeysekera (2006, p. 120) as: 
“Content analysis of annual reports is a technique for gathering data. It involves codifying 
qualitative and quantitative information into pre-defined categories in order to derive patterns 
in the presentation and reporting of information.” 
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There are many types of content anlysis. For example, using content analysis by checklist (Branco & 
Rodrigues 2008; De Villiers & Van Staden 2006; Smith, Yahya & Marzuki Amiruddin 2007). Branco 
and Rodrigues (2008) used an un-weighted index content analysis to classify social responsibility 
disclosures that assumed that each disclsoures item is important equally, using a number of sentences 
(Hackston & Milne 1996; Sobhani, Amran & Zainuddin 2009). Hackston and Milne (1996) used 
sentence count or percentage of pages dedicated to the disclosure themes. Sobhani, Amran and 
Zainuddin (2009) studied the corporate social and environmental disclosures in annual reports for 
2006/2007 of 100 Bangladeshi listed companies with content analysis by sentence counts. They found 
the sample companies provided environmental information items of: compliance (19% of sample 
companies), protective measures (7% of sample companies), tree plantation and other green activities 
(7% of sample companies), pollution control, and waste recycling (every low, about 3% and 4% 
respectively) with low levels of environmental disclosures. Some studies use content analysis using 
the number of words (Ahmad, Hassan & Mohammad 2003; Deegan & Gordon 1996; Islam & Deegan 
2008). Ahmad, Hassan and Mohammad (2003) examined voluntary environmental disclosures the 
annual reports of 299 Malaysian listed companies in 1999 by applying word counts. They found the 
environmental disclosures have negative relationships with the factors of the companies’ financial 
leverage and audits by Big-5 audit firms.  
The scoring system used in this study is an un-weighted score which does not focus on any specific 
group but considers each item of disclosure equally important for reports’ users to make a decision 
(Branco & Rodrigues 2008; Chau & Gray 2002; Ghazali & Weetman 2006). Furthermore, un-
weighted indices can avoid users subjective evaluation and bias in any weighting (Raffournier 1995). 
If the item on the checklist is disclosed, the score is 1 and 0 for not disclosed. Prior research has 
applied the un-weighted score for their disclosure items or index (dependent variables) such as 
Athanasios, Antonios and Despina (2013); Branco and Rodrigues (2008); Galani, Gravas and 
Stavropoulos (2012); Ghazali and Weetman (2006); Haniffa and Cooke (2002).  
The total environmental disclosure score EDSit for a company, j in the year t (Raffournier 1995) is 
found by: 
𝐸𝐷𝑆𝑗𝑡 = ∑ 𝑑𝑖
𝑚𝑗
𝑖=1
 
Where di is 1 if environmental disclosure item i is disclosed or 0 otherwise; and mj is the maximum 
number of items (thirty items), see Appendix A.  
However, during the data collection process, this study gathered different types of environmental 
disclosures in terms of the characteristic of information. Varying types of information have been 
utilised in previous studies, for example, Newson and Deegan (2002) investigated corporate social 
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disclosures of large Australian, Singaporean and South Korean multinational companies and 
companies with the global expectations. They separated information into monetary, quantitative, 
qualitative, declarative, and photographic data groups.  
Additionally, Kuasirikun and Sherer (2004) collected CSR disclosures in Thailand 1993 and 1999. 
The information gathered included narrative, monetary, non-monetary, photographic and 
charts/graphs/tables with the highest percentage in the narrative form followed by non-monetary. 
Furthermore, Liu and Anbumozhi (2009), identified the determinant factors affecting the level of 
environmental disclosures of Chinese listed companies with GRI guidelines, and separated the data 
into no information, descriptive information and detailed quantitative information. Moreover, 
Abd.Rahman, Yusoff and WanMohamed (2009) examined the relationship between environmental 
disclosure and financial performance in three different countries namely, Malaysia, Singapore and 
Thailand. The data was shown in a narrative-only group and narrative with monetary quantification 
group. The highest scoring group in the three countries was  narrative only, at around 88 per cent. 
Consequently, this categorised the environmental information mainly as “no information” (0), 
“descriptive information” (1), “descriptive information with quantitative data” (2) and “only 
quantitative data” (3) when grouping the type of environmental information. The “only quantitative 
data” applied to the GRI frameworks regarding environmental indicators that are quantitative, for 
example, EN1 Materials used by weight or volume, EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas 
emissions by weight, etc.   
Quantitative data reliability and validity: 
Reliability and validity are vital in all measurements, as both help to ensure the truthfulness and 
credibility of findings, however, perfect reliability and validity are virtually impossible to reach 
(Neuman 2006). Neuman (2006) also explained that reliability relates to the dependability and 
consistency of the data while validity is the trustfulness with which the data relates to actual reality.  
The reliability, the results produced by an indicator, do not vary by the characteristics of the 
measurement process or instrument (Neuman 2006). In this study, a repeated overview after initial 
data collection from the stock exchange of Thailand websites and corporate websites was 
implemented for the independent variables. The intra coder risk of misinterpretation was minimised 
for the dependent variable according to the checklist approach. The checklist approach based on the 
environmental disclosure requirements of the GRI framework was utilised. A thematic analysis of the 
environmental disclosure was undertaken using a checklist of items under each of the theme 
dimension categories (Hackston & Milne 1996). Furthermore, the researcher set the coding procedure 
in relation to the type of disclosures as (0) for “no information”, (1) for “descriptive information”, (2) 
for “descriptive information with quantitative data”, and (3) and “only quantitative data”. Also, each 
checklist item was evaluated with the same meaning across the data collection and coding sheets. 
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Companies’ reports were read twice to ensure scoring consistency and when a difference of both 
examinations existed, a third assessment was applied (Ghazali & Weetman 2006).  
To ensure validity, the dependent variable data was collected from corporate annual reports and 
sustainability reports using the checklist approach tool of the GRI version 3.1 environmental indicator 
items. GRI framework has been accepted as the most widely adopted framework for sustainability, 
including environmental disclosures (Isaksson & Steimle 2009), and widely used to measure the level 
of corporate environmental disclosures (KPMG 2008; PricewaterhouseCoopers 2002). It has been 
used in prior research numerous times (see: Hussey, Kirsop and Meissen (2001); Legendre and 
Coderre (2013); Morhardt (2010); Skouloudis, Evangelinos and Kourmousis (2010)). For the sample, 
the researcher selected all high profile companies except those with no voluntary environmental 
information. Subsequently, for the quantitative analysis, the panel data was checked for statistical and 
robustness validation. Please see the panel data topic below.  
In this study, the extent (to what degree, how many items from the GRI checklist), nature (type of 
items: main category and the sub category items) and trend (being a longitudinal study from 2011-
2014) of environmental disclosures was undertaken. Consequently, the environmental disclosure 
score applied is an un-weighted score each disclosure item is equally important (Branco & Rodrigues 
2008).  
4.3.1.2 Quantitative Data analysis 
After the implementation of the coding process, Eview9 was used for the quantitative analysis. This 
study used descriptive statistics and inference statistics to express the extent of environmental 
disclosures in the Thai listed companies. A panel data regression model was used to test any 
correlations or relationships between the independent variables and the level of environmental 
disclosures. 
Descriptive statistics and inferential statistics: 
Descriptive statistics for the dependent variable show the number of GRI disclosure items of the 
companies such as mean, percentage, standard deviation. Inference statistics such as correlation 
analysis was used to examine the correlation between the independent variables. Finally, the panel 
data analysis examined the independent variables affecting the dependent variable for those that are 
constant and that vary over time (Wooldridge & Costa 2006). 
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Panel data 
The pooled cross-sectional model versus panel data: 
The data set used for this research has both cross-sectional and time series data dimensions 
(Wooldridge & Costa 2006). This kind of data set can be grouped as pooling independent cross 
sections across time and panel data. First, the pooled cross-sectional data was obtained by random 
sampling from a large population at different points in time and multiple regression modelling was 
applied. The pooled cross-sectional could be estimated by using an ordinary least square (OLS) 
(Brooks 2008).  However, the drawback of using pooled regression analysis is that the model does not 
take the omitted variable into account which means that panel data analysis is better than pooled data 
analysis for a panel data set (Niap 2013). Second, the panel data was collected for the same units for 
example, same people, families, companies, and cities across time which is called ‘longitudinal data’ 
(Wooldridge & Costa 2006).  The panel data analysis is used to view the unobserved variables 
affecting the dependent variable for those that are constant and that vary over time (Wooldridge & 
Costa 2006). In this study, the data form is in cross sectional (108 companies) and across time series 
(5-year period).  
Panel data is of benefit as it combines the cross sectional and time series dimensions together to 
capture variations across different agents that change over time (Inchausti 1997). Furthermore, this 
technique increases degrees of freedom, reduces collinearity among variables, and improves the 
efficiency of econometric estimates (Baltagi 2008; Brooks 2008; Inchausti 1997). Moreover, the 
important advantage is that, “it is possible to control the unobservable heterogeneity existing among 
the companies, since they can be monitored through time” (Baltagi 2008; Inchausti 1997, p. 60). In 
other words, it can capture the difference between years in the hypothesis, assuming that sample 
members are homogeneous, or it can remove the impact of bias of certain forms of omitted variables 
(Brooks 2008; Inchausti 1997). Panel data also measures and identifies effects that are not detected by 
just cross-sectional or just time series data and allows the user to construct and test further 
complicated models than in cross sectional or time series data (Baltagi 2008). 
After collecting all observations for each company, if there are the same number of cross sectional 
unit observations in the whole period of time series observations, then a panel data is called a 
balanced panel data, otherwise it is an unbalanced panel data (Brooks 2008; Wooldridge & Costa 
2006). Panel data in this research is balanced which means that all units (companies) are observed for 
all the study period (2010-2014). 
Fixed effects versus random effects estimator: 
There are two types of panel data analyses: fixed effects model and random effects model. The fixed 
effects models allows the intercept in the regression model to be different in cross sectional units but 
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does not allow variance over time (Brooks 2008). Although, time constant variables cannot be 
included in a fixed effects model by themselves, they can interact with year dummy variables that 
change over time (Wooldridge & Costa 2006). Furthermore, the fixed effects model or unobserved 
effects model refers to unobserved heterogeneity or individual heterogeneity (Wooldridge & Costa 
2006).  
On the other hand, the random effects model, sometimes known as the error components model, 
allows the intercept terms to be different for each cross sectional unit and allows these intercepts to be 
constant over time (Brooks 2008) to consider time varying variables. If the study is about a time 
varying variable, the random effects model, which many econometrics packages support, it is 
appropriate to consider a random effects model estimator. Some refer to it as a feasible GLS 
(generalized least squares) estimator. It is preferable to a random effects model (Wooldridge & Costa 
2006). 
To compare Pooled OLS regression with the other two models, an F-test (the redundant fixed effect 
test (Adhikari, Derashid & Zhang 2006; Baltagi 2008)) is conducted to confirm fixed effect model 
selection, and the Breusch-Pagan LM test to confirm random effect model selection. If the null 
hypothesis is accepted in either, the pooled OLS is appropriate. To select between fixed effect and 
random effect, the Hausman test is conducted and a null hypothesis supports the random effects 
model selection, otherwise the fixed effects model should be selected (Baltagi 2008; Park 2011; 
Wooldridge & Costa 2006).  
The panel data regression model as follows: 
Equation 1: 
EDSit =  β0 + β1Y2011it + β2Y2012it + β3Y2013it + β4Y2014it + β5SIZEit
+ β6AGE
it
+ β7RISK
it
+ β8LIQUIDITY
it
+ β9PROFITABILITY
it
+ β10MEDIASCORE
it
+ β11MEDIANO
it
+ β12TY_INDU
it
+ β13TY_RESO
it
+ β14TY_BUIL
it
+ ai + uit 
Equation 2: 
EDSit =  β0 + β1GRIAit + β2SIZEit
+ β3AGE
it
+ β4RISK
it
+ β5LIQUIDITY
it
+ β6PROFITABILITY
it
+ β7MEDIASCORE
it
+ β8MEDIANO
it
+ β9TY_INDU
it
+ β10TY_RESO
it
+ β11TY_BUIL
it
+ ai + uit 
Where i is companies (1,..,108), t is year (1,…,5) 
EDSit  = Environmental disclosures score 
Y2011it = Dummy variable (0 = not the year 2011, 1 = 2011) 
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Y2012it = Dummy variable (0 = not the year 2012, 1 = 2012) 
Y2013it = Dummy variable (0 = not the year 2013, 1 = 2013) 
Y2014it = Dummy variable (0 = not the year 2014, 1 = 2014) 
GRIAit  = Dummy variable (0= 2010-2012, 1=2013-2014) 
SIZEit  = Market capitalisation 
AGEit  = Years of the company operation since inception 
RISKit  = Debt ratio (total debt/total equity) or leverage 
LIQUIDITYit  = Current ratio (total current asset/total current liability) 
PROFITABILITYit  = ROA (net income profit / total assets) 
MEDIASCOREit  = The overall tone of media (count of positive words – count of negative 
words/ count of positive words + count of negative words) 
MEDIANOit  = The number of media in two Thai English newspaper from Factiva database 
TY_INDUit  = Control variable Dummy variable (0 = not in the industrial industry, 1 = in 
the industrial industry) 
TY_RESOit  = Control variable Dummy variable (0 = not in the resources industry, 1 = in 
the resources industry) 
TY_BUILit  = Control variable Dummy variable (0 = not in the building material sector, 1 = 
in the building material sector) 
ai = Unobserved effect which is uncorrelated with each explanatory variable 
uit = Error term which is random variable 
However, the panel data method still does not solve the problem of time-varying omitted variables 
correlated with the explanatory variables (independent variables) (Wooldridge 2013). Instrument 
variables (IV) can resolve the endogeneity problem, when the explanatory variable is correlated with 
the error term, of one or more explanatory variables (Wooldridge 2013). To evaluate the effect of the 
endogeneity, the two-stage least square (TSLS) was used (Greene 2003). In the EViews9 software,  
any variables on the right-hand side that are not correlated with the error or residual should be 
included as instruments (EViews 2016). This study shows and compares the panel data and TSLS 
results. 
 80 
4.3.2 Interviews with Thai NGOs- Shadow accounts perspectives 
To answer the research question “What are the external stakeholders’ (civil society such as NGOs and 
academic environmental activists) expectations about company environmental disclosures?” semi-
structured interviews with NGOs and academic environmental activists were undertaken. 
In the second, qualitative phase, semi-structured interviews with 19 participants were conducted. The 
interview approach was a widely used method in qualitative research (Bryman 2012). The interview 
technique was the best way to obtain information from the NGOs perspectives as the NGOs have a lot 
of experience in the environmental field.  Burgess (1982, p. 107) states: 
“Interviews provide the opportunity for the researcher to probe deeply to uncover new clues, 
open up new dimensions of a problem and to secure vivid, inclusive accounts that are based 
on personal experience” 
There are three types of case study interviews: in-depth interview, a focused interview, and a survey 
interview (Yin 2009). With in-depth interviews, the researcher can ask participants information about 
facts and their opinion of events (Kongchan 2013) whereas focused and survey interviews are of 
limited content and time frames (Yin 2009). 
There are three types of interview methods: structured interviews, unstructured interviews and semi-
structured interviews (Fortune, Reid & Miller 2012). In this research, a semi-structured interview 
technique was applied with a list of pre-selected interview questions. This is because the semi-
structured interview combines the advantages of both the structured and unstructured interview 
techniques which may reduce the bias by asking predetermined question and then open ended 
questions encourage the participants to disclose their feelings, opinions, and experiences (Fortune, 
Reid & Miller 2012). The questions were developed based on the GRI (2011), Islam (2009), Jonas 
and Blanchet (2000) and O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession (2005) papers. 
The interview participants were selected with the goal of obtaining two types of NGOs: 
representatives of prominent not-for-profit organisations in Thailand and secondly, academic 
environmental activists who have been involved in providing shadow accounts in the media, and other 
types of publications, as critical accounts of corporate environmental impacts and performance. This 
is because NGOs are considered to be the representatives of specific stakeholder groups such as 
groups of less economically powerful citizens (O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005) and have also 
been labelled as the "civil society" (McCargo 1999). The membership of the civil society ranges from 
non-governmental organisations to academic institutions (Gemmill & Bamidele-Izu 2002). 
Furthermore, civil society includes academics and members of think tanks (Cardiff 2013). 
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The more well-known NGOs were selected (Eden, Donaldson & Walker 2006; O'Dwyer, Unerman & 
Bradley 2005). This is because these NGOs and academic environmental activists in the media have a 
deep understanding of the case study companies and their environmental performance and reporting, 
from a non-corporate, stakeholder perspective. The first group (prominent not-for-profit 
organisations), are divided into three categories: first, NGOs registered on the list of the Department 
of Environmental Quality Promotion (DEQP), by the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Environment, Thailand; second, those whose organisations were not registered on the DEQP list; and 
third, international NGOs. One member from each organisation was interviewed. Consequently, the 
interview stage ended after 19 interviews when the data saturation point was reached as no new 
relevant information was emerging in response to the interview questions (Bryman 2012). A 
snowballing technique was applied, where the participants suggest others to interview who have had 
experience in the area of interest relevant to the research (Bryman 2012). 
Table 4-3: The participant Justification 
No. Organisation Justification 
1 Seub Nakhasathien Foundation One of the most famous environmental activists by 
searching the news in Factiva Database with two English 
newspapers in Thailand during 2010-2014. 
A domestic NGO that is registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
2 Stop Global Warming Association One of the most famous environmental activists by 
searching the news in Factiva Database with two English 
newspapers in Thailand during 2010-2014.  
A domestic NGO that is registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
3 Association for the Development of 
Environmental Quality 
A domestic NGO that is registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP), this NGO won the NGOs award in 2013 
(TheResourceAlliance 2014) 
4 Freeland Foundation An international NGO in Thailand that is registered on 
the list of the Department of Environmental Quality 
Promotion (DEQP) 
5 Greenpeace Southeast Asia 
(Thailand) 
An international NGO in Thailand  
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No. Organisation Justification 
6 International Union for Conservation 
of Nature (IUCN) Thailand  
An international NGO in Thailand  
7 Prince of Songkla University, Hatyai 
campus 
An academic environmental activist in the news  
8 Kasetsart University An academic environmental activist in the news  
9 Prince of Songkla University, Pattani 
campus 
An academic environmental activist in the news  
10 Silpakorn University An academic environmental activist in the news  
11 Rangsit University An academic environmental activist in the news  
12 Naresuan University  An academic environmental activist in the news  
13 Sal Forest: sustainable business 
accelerator 
Snowball suggestion from many interviewees, an 
independent academic activist. 
14 Raktaleathai NGOs A domestic NGO that is not registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP), this NGO representative’s detailed 
investigations and analyses of one of the agriculture 
companies sample’ environmental impact.  
15 EnlawThai Foundation A domestic NGO that is not registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
16 Health public policy Foundation A domestic NGO that is not registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
17 Ecological Alert and Recovery-
Thailand (EARTH) 
A domestic NGO that is not registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
18 Save Andaman from coal Network A domestic NGO that is not registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
19 Trash Hero World  A domestic NGO that is not registered on the list of the 
Department of Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
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4.3.2.1 Data collection (qualitative) 
The questions used in the interviews were based on GRI (2011), Islam (2009), Jonas and Blanchet 
(2000) and O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession (2005). Appendix B shows a complete list of the 
questions. The interview questions were reviewed by the research supervisor and translated to the 
Thai language. The Thai translation version was reviewed by an accounting professional well versed 
in the Thai and English languages. The questions in Thai were revised to be smoother, clearer and 
proper for Thai spoken questions. The interview questions are divided into three parts. Firstly, general 
information was gathered about each interviewee’s organisation and his/her use of media. Secondly, 
perspectives of the environmental disclosures included verification needed (quality of environmental 
reporting: balance (positive and negative aspects); comparability; accuracy (sufficiently accurate and 
detailed); timeliness; clarity (understandable); and reliability (GRI 2011)). Third, the demands and 
expectations for improving corporate environmental performance and disclosures through stakeholder 
engagement with NGOs’ involvement were explored in detail.  
Ethics Approval 
Before the interview process, the Ethics application was submitted and approval was received from 
the RMIT Human Research Ethics Committee. Please see Appendix C. This research has been 
categorised as low risk research and was conducted appropriately in accordance with ethical research 
practices. 
In relation to the interview process, after making the appointment with the participants, the researcher 
sent the Participant Information and Consent Form documents before the interview, and the questions 
were also emailed to the interviewees in advance. The semi-structured interview took around one to 
one and a half hours with audio recording. The recordings were transcribed in the local (Thai) 
language before being translated into English.  
Qualitative data reliability and validity 
The reliability and validity of qualitative research is different from quantitative measurements and 
qualitative researchers apply the principles differently (Neuman 2006). Creswell (2009, p. 190)  has 
stated that “Qualitative validity means that the researcher checks for the accuracy of the findings by 
employing certain procedures while qualitative reliability indicates that the researcher’s approach is 
consistent across different researchers and different projects”.  
Furthermore, qualitative reliability includes dependability or consistency in the way that researchers 
make observations (Neuman 2006). In this study, the researcher arranged and conducted semi-
structured interviews using the same list of interview questions to ensure consistency. The researcher 
transcribed the interviews and rechecked with the audio recording to make sure that there were no 
mistakes made during the transcription process (Creswell 2009; Gibbs 2007). The Thai transcripts 
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were translated into English by the researcher and an independent professional, in the related business 
field who well understand Thai and English, verified the translations.  
Validity refers  to being truthful and avoiding false or distorted accounts, as well as the matching of 
understandings, ideas, and statements about the social world to actual occurrences in society (Neuman 
2006). Furthermore, validity means the findings are accurate from the researchers, participants, or 
readers standpoint, and are trustworthy, authentic, and credible (Creswell 2009). Authenticity means 
“giving a fair, honest, and balanced account of social life from the viewpoint of someone who lives it 
every day” (Neuman 2006, p. 196). In this study, the interviewees were chosen from NGOs and 
academic environmental activists who are related to the environmental problems field, have been 
interviewed by the media or have raised their voices to the public to be the representative of 
environmental concern. The interview audio was recorded and the researcher sent scripts to 
interviewees for verifying by mail or phone. Also, the researcher used different data sources to 
examine the evidence given (Creswell 2009; Gibbs 2007). For example, the researcher used news 
items to reference and review the data given by the interviewees. The researcher also used rich  
description to convey the findings (Creswell 2009; Gibbs 2007).  
4.3.2.2 Qualitative data analysis process  
Thematic analysis was conducted to identify themes and patterns. The interview transcripts were 
coded using NVivo software. The raw data transcription from the interviews have to be coded and 
organised into conceptual categories for creating themes and concepts (Neuman 2006). The coding is 
an integral part of qualitative data analysis. Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 56) explained that:  
“Codes are tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the descriptive or inferential 
information compiled during a study. Codes usually are attached to chunks of varying size – 
words, phrases, sentences, or whole paragraphs, connected or unconnected to a specific 
setting. They can take the form of a straightforward category label or a more complex one 
(e.g., a metaphor).” 
For the qualitative data analysis, this research applied the general steps of qualitative data analysis 
identified by Creswell (2009, pp. 185-190) as in Figure 4-4. In the coding process, the transcripts 
were read carefully and after looking for the patterns in all answers the information was arranged into 
categories and identified. After that, the researcher broke down the information into sub-topics. Media 
news items were used to reference and verify data provided by the interviewee. The news media items 
were obtained from the Factiva database which provides news content archives (Brammer & Pavelin 
2008; Islam 2009). 
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Interpreting the Meaning of Themes/
Descriptions
Interrelation Themes/Description (e.g. 
grounded theory, case study)
Themes
Coding the Data  (hand or computer)
Reading Through All Data
Organizing and Preparing 
Data for Analysis
Description
Raw Data (Transcripts, fieldnotes, images, 
etc.)
Validating the 
Accuracy of the 
Informaiton
 
Figure 4-4: The data analysis process by Creswell (2009, p. 185) 
Step 1: “Organise and prepare the data for analysis”. The researcher has organised the script, 
separated the main topics for easy reading.  
Step 2: “Read through the data”. The researcher has read through and gathered general ideas from the 
information for the overall meaning, and took notes.  
Step 3: “Begin detailed analysis with a coding process”. The researcher coded the interview script 
with the themes in the interview questions, for example, coding by the main topic and sub-questions. 
Furthermore, various theories were considered: stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, and media 
agenda setting theory. The researcher coded the interview data, applied the theoretical concepts to the 
data, and developed themes. 
Step 4: “Use the coding process to generate a description of the setting or people as well as categories 
or themes for analysis”. The research grouped the themes and main findings. 
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Step 5: “Advance how the description and themes will be represented in the qualitative narrative”. 
The researcher discussed the specific cases that the interviewees mentioned and conveyed descriptive 
information.  
Step 6: “A final step in data analysis involves making and interpretation of the meaning of the data”. 
The research has conveyed an understanding of the interviewees’ experiences and compared these 
with the literature and theories. 
4.4 Conclusion 
This chapter has described the methodology that has been used in this research, which is a mixed-
methods approach (the concurrent triangulation or convergent parallel design) including quantitative 
and qualitative approaches. It shows the link between the research questions and the design of the 
methodology for the study. The quantitative phase applied the longitudinal study content analysis of 
108 Thai listed companies whereas interview with nineteen representatives of civil society were 
undertaken in the qualitative phase. This mixed methods approach also facilitated the examination of 
different viewpoints relating to corporate environmental disclosures. Furthermore, this chapter has 
explained the data collection, data analysis, data reliability and validity for each of the methods 
applied.  
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Chapter 5 :  
Corporate voluntary environmental disclosures analysis and results 
5.1 Introduction 
The quantitative data analysis and results of this study are presented in this chapter. The study 
employed descriptive statistics and panel data analysis. General information of the sample companies 
has been described. The analysis was conducted using Eview9. Panel data analysis was applied using 
all three models; pooled regression, fixed effects and random effects model. This chapter covers 
general information, descriptive statistics and correlation analysis, panel data analysis, and 
conclusion. 
5.2 General information 
The sample size of 108 companies was selected from high profile industries (environmentally 
sensitive industries as shown in Table 2-4) between 2010 and 2014 comprising 27 agricultural 
industry companies, 27 resources industry companies, 40 industrial industry companies, and 14 
building material sector companies. The breakdown of the sample is provided in Figure 5-1 Below. 
 
 
Figure 5-1: Sample size 
 
All 108 companies provided a total of 540 annual reports and 89 sustainability reports, a portion of 
16.48 %. Furthermore, the sustainability reports that have third-party verifications are 29 out of 89 
companies or 32.58%. Meanwhile, all annual reports have an accounting auditor to verify financial 
and related information. 
The number of companies that provided environmental information in all four industries, regardless of 
whether they were stand-alone sustainability reports or detailed disclosures within the annual reports, 
27 
27 
40 
14 
sample 
Agricultural Industry
Resources Industry
Industrial Industry
Building material sector
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is shown in Figure 5-2. Almost all agricultural companies, three quarters of resources companies, and 
around three fifths of industrial industry and building material sector reported environmental 
information in their reports. The results may be explained by the launch of the 2012 Thai 
sustainability reporting guidelines. 
 
 
Figure 5-2: The number of companies reporting environmental information 
 
5.2.1 Trend of environmental disclosures of Thai listed companies 
Overall four industries 
All four industries show increasing trends of reporting environmental information in annual and 
sustainability reports during 2010-2014. When averaging the environmental disclosure by the number 
of companies in each industry, the resources industry was found to have the highest disclosure 
whereas the lowest amount of disclosure was by the industrial industry (automotive, industrial 
materials & machinery, paper & printing materials, petrochemicals & chemicals, and packaging). 
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Figure 5-3: Trends of environmental disclosures in both annual reports and sustainability reports 
 
The reports indicate that the resources industry releases far more sustainability reports. However, 
there is a small decreasing trend of building material sector’s sustainability reports. The companies in 
the agricultural industry, industrial industry, and building material sector mostly report the 
environmental information in their annual reports whereas resources industry companies prefer the 
stand-alone sustainability reports.  
  
Figure 5-4: Trends of environmental disclosures in annual reports and sustainability reports 
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Agricultural industry 
With regard to the agricultural industry, the percentage of disclosures in annual reports increased over 
the selected period from 8.77 % to 14.69 % on average for the 30 Environment performance 
indicators based on GRI 3.1 (GRI 2011). With sustainability reports, agricultural companies increased 
their disclosure percentage from zero disclosure in 2010 to 4.81% in 2014. 
 
Figure 5-5: The percentage of environmental GRI indexes disclosed in the agricultural industry  
Resources Industry 
With the resources industry, the percentage of companies publishing sustainability reports increased 
from 6.67 % in 2010 to almost 20 % in 2014. Annual reports also demonstrated an increasing trend 
from 9.14% to 14.69 % on average for the 30 Environment Performance Indicators based on GRI 
3.1(GRI 2011). 
 
Figure 5-6: The percentage of environmental GRI indexes disclosed in the resources industry 
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Industrial industry (automotive, industrial materials & machinery, paper & printing materials, 
petrochemicals & chemicals, and packaging) 
With regards to the industrial industry, the percentage of disclosures in annual reports increased over 
the period from 3.58 % to 7.17 % on average, for the 30  Environment Performance Indicators based 
on GRI 3.1 (GRI 2011).  Regarding sustainability reports, industrial companies increased their 
disclosure percentage from 1.83% in 2010 to 6.17% in 2014. 
 
Figure 5-7: The percentage of environmental GRI indexes disclosed in the industrial industry  
Building material sector 
In the building material sector, the percentage of disclosures in annual reports increased over the 
period from 6.90 % to 11.67 % on average for the 30  Environment Performance Indicators based on 
GRI 3.1 (GRI 2011).  However, the sustainability report disclosures of building material companies 
decreased from 9.05% in 2010 to 8.81% in 2014. 
 
Figure 5-8: The percentage of environmental GRI indexes disclosed in the building material sector 
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5.2.2 The extent, nature of environmental disclosures of Thai listed companies  
Overall four industries 
In all the selected industries, over the five-year-period, companies mostly provided information on the 
following GRI categories: En5 (energy saved due to conservation and efficiency improvements), 
En13 (habitats protected or restored), En18 (initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
reductions achieved), EN20 (nitrogen oxides (NO), sulphur oxides (SO) and, and other significant air 
emissions by type and weight), En21 (total water discharge by quality and destination), En22 (total 
weight of waste by type and disposal method), En26 (initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of 
products and services, and extent of impact mitigation) and EN28 (monetary value of significant fines 
and total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and 
regulations). The Environment Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 (EN) are presented in Appendix A. 
 
Figure 5-9: The amount of GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators of all selected industry 
 
The main GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators that each industry disclosed are shown in 
Table 5-1. 
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Table 5-1: Majority of disclosures of Environment Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 
GRI Environmental performance indicators Overall AGRI RESO INDU BUIL 
Materials aspects:      
EN2 Percentage of materials used that are recycled input 
materials 
    X 
Energy aspects:      
EN5 Energy saved due to conservation and efficiency 
improvements 
X X X X X 
Water aspects:      
EN8 Total water withdrawal by source   X   
Biodiversity aspects:      
EN13 Habitats protected or restored X X X X  
Emissions Effluents and Waste aspects:      
EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by 
weight 
  X   
EN18 Initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
reductions achieved 
X X X X X 
EN20 NO, SO, and other significant air emissions by type and 
weight 
X  X X  
EN21 Total water discharge by quality and destination X X X X X 
EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method X X X X X 
Products and Services aspects:      
EN26 Initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of products 
and services, and extent of impact mitigation 
X X X  X 
Compliance aspects:      
EN28 Monetary value of significant fines and total number of 
non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with 
environmental laws and regulations 
  X X X 
The environmental aspects of the GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators can be separated into 
nine aspects, namely: material, energy, water, biodiversity, emissions effluents and waste, products 
and services, compliance, transport, and overall. Most of the disclosures found in the studied reports 
were focused on emissions, effluents, and waste aspects due to the large number of indicators for 
these in the GRI framework.  
 
Figure 5-10: The average number of GRI 3.1 Environmental indicators disclosures of all selected companies in each 
aspect 
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Most of the environmental information in the annual reports was descriptive, whereas in the 
sustainability reports there was a mixture of purely descriptive, descriptive with numbers and only 
quantitative data. 
 
Figure 5-11: The type of environmental performance indicators data in annual reports 
 
Figure 5-12: The type of environmental performance indicators data in sustainability reports 
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Agricultural industry 
In the agricultural industry, over the five-year-period, the companies mostly provided information on 
En5 (energy saved due to conservation and efficiency improvements), En13 (habitats protected or 
restored), En18 (initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reductions achieved), En21 (total 
water discharge by quality and destination), En22 (total weight of waste by type and disposal method) 
and En26 (initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of products and services, and extent of impact 
mitigation). The Environment Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 (EN) are presented in Appendix A. 
 
Figure 5-13: The amount of GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators of agricultural industry 
With the agricultural industry, most of the environmental information in annual reports was 
descriptive, whereas in the sustainability reports there was a mixture of purely descriptive, descriptive 
with numbers and only quantitative data as shown in Figure 5-14 and 5-15.  
 
Figure 5-14: The type of environmental performance indicators data of agricultural industry in annual reports 
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Figure 5-15: The type of environmental performance indicators data of agricultural industry in sustainability reports 
 
The GRI 3.1 Environmental performance indicators can divided into nine subgroups. The agricultural 
companies disclosed more in the energy aspects (En5), biodiversity aspects (En13), emissions 
effluents and waste aspects (En18, En21, En22), and products and services aspects (En26). The 
companies generally use descriptive information in annual reports.  
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indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight), En18 (initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and reductions achieved), En20 (nitrogen oxides (NO), sulphur oxides (SO) and, and other significant 
air emissions by type and weight), En21 (total water discharge by quality and destination), En22 (total 
weight of waste by type and disposal method), En26 (initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of 
products and services, and extent of impact mitigation) and En28 (monetary value of significant fines 
and total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and 
regulations). The Environment Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 (EN) are presented in Appendix A. 
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Figure 5-16: The amount of GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators of resources industry 
 
With the resources industry, the majority of environmental information in the annual reports was 
given as descriptive information whereas in the sustainability reports there was a mixture of the types 
of information, as shown in Figure 5-17 and 5-18. However, in sustainability reports the disclosure 
was more descriptive with quantitative data. For example, for En5, in the annual reports, a descriptive 
explanation was provided whereas in the sustainability reports, both descriptive and statistical 
information was disclosed.  
 
Figure 5-17: The type of environmental performance indicators data of resources industry in annual reports 
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Figure 5-18: The type of environmental performance indicators data of resources industry in sustainability reports 
 
The GRI 3.1 Environmental performance indicators can divided into nine subgroups. The resources 
companies disclosed more in the energy aspects (En5), water aspects (En8), biodiversity aspects 
(En13), emissions effluents and waste aspects (En16, En18, En20, En21, En22), products and services 
aspects (En26), and compliance aspects (En28). The resources companies disclosed environmental 
information using descriptive information with quantitative data in sustainability reports.  
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Industrial industry (automotive, industrial materials & machinery, paper & printing materials, 
petrochemicals & chemicals, and packaging) 
In the industrial industry, over the five-year-period, companies provided the most information on En5 
(energy saved due to conservation and efficiency improvements), En13 (habitats protected or 
restored), En18 (initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reductions achieved), EN20 
(nitrogen oxides (NO), sulphur oxides (SO) and, and other significant air emissions by type and 
weight), En21 (total water discharge by quality and destination), En22 (total weight of waste by type 
and disposal method) and En28 (monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-
monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and regulations). The Environment 
Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 (EN) are presented in Appendix A. 
 
Figure 5-19: The amount of GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators of industrial industry 
 
With the industrial industry, environmental information in annual reports contained a significantly 
greater amount of descriptive information, whereas the sustainability reports had a mixture of purely 
descriptive, descriptive with numbers and only quantitative data as shown in Figures 5-20 and 5-21.  
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Figure 5-20: The type of environmental performance indicators data of Industrial industry in annual reports 
 
Figure 5-21: The type of environmental performance indicators data of industrial industry in sustainability reports 
 
The GRI 3.1 Environmental Performance Indicators can divided into nine subgroups. The industrial 
companies have majority of disclosing on energy aspects (En5), biodiversity aspects (En13), 
emissions effluents and waste aspects (En18, En20, En21, En22), and compliance aspects (En28). The 
companies generally used descriptive information in annual reports.  
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Building material sector 
In the building material sector, over the five-year-period, companies mostly provided information on 
EN2 (percentage of materials used that are recycled input materials), En5 (energy saved due to 
conservation and efficiency improvements), En18 (initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
reductions achieved), En21 (total water discharge by quality and destination), En22 (Total weight of 
waste by type and disposal method), En26 (initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of products 
and services, and extent of impact mitigation) and EN28 (monetary value of significant fines and total 
number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and regulations). 
Environment Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 (EN) are presented in Appendix A. 
 
Figure 5-22: The amount of GRI 3.1 environmental performance indicators of building material sector 
 
With the building material sector, the environmental information in annual reports contained a 
significantly greater amount of descriptive information whereas the sustainability reports had a 
mixture of purely descriptive, descriptive with numbers and only quantitative data as shown in 
Figures 5-23 and 5-24.  
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Figure 5-23: The type of environmental performance indicators data of building material sector in annual reports 
 
Figure 5-24: The type of environmental performance indicators data of building material sector in sustainability 
reports 
The GRI 3.1 Environmental performance indicators can divided into nine subgroups. The building 
material companies have majority of disclosing in Materials aspects (EN2), Energy aspects (En5), 
Emissions Effluents and Waste aspects (En18, En21, En22), Products and Services aspects (En26) 
and Compliance aspects (En28). The companies provided descriptive information in their annual 
reports.  
All selected industries were more focused on emissions, effluents, and waste data. Furthermore, they 
were still concerned about energy aspects as energy saving will benefit them. The biodiversity 
information given mostly explained the companies’ activities in habitat protection or restoration. 
However, most activities aimed to grow the forests. There was also a difference in the four industries. 
A high level of disclosures regarding the compliance aspects were found in the reports of the 
resources industry, industrial industry, and building material sector. This may be because many 
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accidents and issues occur in those industries and are reported in the news (BangkokPost 2010; 
Deboonme & Lakhonphol 2013; Sukpanich 2012), especially petrochemical and related companies 
which may have to pay compensation. Furthermore, the material aspect, building material sector is 
different from other industries. This may because some waste products can be recycled and reused in 
the production processes in this industry. 
 
5.3 Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis 
5.3.1 All industries (Agricultural, resources, industrial industry and building material 
sector) 
Table 5-2 provides the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable (environmental disclosures 
score: EDS) and independent variables over the period 2010-2014 (five years) of 108 companies (540 
observations). The environmental disclosures score (EDS) has a mean of 4.27 GRI indicators index 
out of total 30 GRI indicators index. The EDS are collected from annual reports and sustainability 
reports combined.  Table 5-3 provides the mean of dependent variable and independent variables in 
overall and in each industry. 
Table 5-2: Descriptive statistic of all 108 selected companies between 2010 and 2014 
 EDS SIZE AGE RISK LIQUIDITY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA 
SCORE MEDIANO 
         
 Mean  4.266667  37683.84  29.32593  1.128000  4.043796  10.31498  0.054465  0.746296 
 Median  2.000000  4543.500  29.00000  0.790000  1.465000  9.450000  0.000000  0.000000 
 Maximum  23.00000  948291.5  101.0000  15.42000  389.3200  57.29000  1.000000  74.00000 
 Minimum  0.000000  44.40000  0.000000  0.000000  0.070000 -22.29000 -0.818182  0.000000 
 Std. Dev.  5.744982  117138.8  13.01196  1.335487  21.86269  9.722120  0.202402  3.836221 
 Observations  540  540  540  540  540  540  540  540 
 
According to Table 5-2, the companies’ SIZE (measured by market capitalisation) ranged from 44.40 
to 948,291.50 million baht with a mean of 37,683.84 million baht. The average AGE of companies 
was 29.3 years. RISK ratio (measured by total debt/total equity), LIQUIDITY ratio (total current 
asset/ total current liability), PROFITABILITY (measured by ROA) has a mean of 1.128, 4.043796 
and 10.31498 respectively. The MEDIASCORE, ranging between 1 and -1 and showing the positive 
or negative side of news articles, has a mean of 0.054465 so, it means the news was fairly positive. 
The MEDIANO has a maximum of 74 news and a minimum of zero news. The media scores tended 
to the positive with the increase in corporate environmental disclosures, can be explained by the 
media agenda setting theory. The companies reacted to the negative media attention by disclosing 
positive environmental information (Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; Islam & Deegan 2010). This 
might also be due to some bias in the media and this issue will be considered more in the qualitative 
phase.  
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For the assumption of a normal distribution, when the sample sizes are large enough (over 30 or 40), a 
violation of normality should not cause a major problem (Pallant 2010, p. 206). If samples are greater 
than 100 observations, the distribution of the data can be ignored (Altman & Bland 1995).      
Table 5-3: The mean of dependent and independent variables in each industry group 
Variables Overall AGRI RESO INDU BUIL 
EDS    4.2667 4.1111  6.8074  2.4400  4.8857  
SIZE   37,683.84    21,498.25    83,492.05    14,514.20    46,473.94  
AGE     29.3259       34.0370      26.1111  26.5300  34.4286 
RISK 1.1280  0.8487     1.4510    1.1889        0.8701 
LIQUIDITY 4.0438  9.5342 1.8721  2.5793         1.8271  
PROFITABILITY 10.3150  12.0812  9.5881   8.4287      13.7001  
MEDIASCORE 0.0545 0.0723 0.0975 0.0179 0.0415 
MEDIANO 0.7463  0.3111  1.3407  0.4900         1.1714  
Observations         540.00          135.00          135.00          200.00            70.00  
To check the multicollinearity, a Pearson correlation matrix for both independent and dependent 
variables of the 108 companies between 2010 and 2014 was applied as presented in Table 5-4. No 
independent variables correlation coefficient exceeds the level of multicollinearity mitigation 
concerns greater than 0.7 (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007; Urdan 2010) which means that there is no 
multicollinearity between the independent variables. For the factor analysis, this table shows that each 
variable is not related to each other. 
Table 5-4: Pearson correlation of 108 companies between 2010 and 2014 
Correlation        
Probability EDS  SIZE  AGE  RISK  LIQUIDITY  
PROFIT 
ABILITY  
MEDIA 
SCORE  
MEDIA 
NO  
EDS  1.000000        
 -----         
         
SIZE  0.575638 1.000000       
 0.0000* -----        
         
AGE  0.116799 0.036045 1.000000      
 0.0066* 0.4032 -----       
         
RISK  0.088151 0.035005 -0.152585 1.000000     
 0.0406* 0.4169 0.0004 -----      
         
LIQUIDITY  -0.001893 -0.033532 -0.023108 -0.107584 1.000000    
 0.9650 0.4368 0.5921 0.0124 -----     
         
PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.051547 0.052625 0.089188 -0.228335 -0.066871 1.000000   
 0.2318 0.2221 0.0383 0.0000 0.1206 -----    
         
MEDIAS 
CORE  0.293439 0.189049 0.102211 0.047010 -0.028029 0.057235 1.000000  
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.0175 0.2755 0.5157 0.1842 -----   
         
MEDIA 
NO  0.383999 0.344883 0.022436 -0.002460 -0.018918 0.020383 0.040121 1.000000 
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.6029 0.9545 0.6609 0.6365 0.3521 -----  
Note :  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level or confidence level at 95% 
The correlation between the dependent variable and the independent variables of SIZE, AGE, RISK, 
MEDIASCORE, and MEDIANO is significant. These results provide preliminary evidence that the 
level of environmental disclosures could be affected by those factors. However, these correlation 
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results do not take into account the effects of cross section and time series. Consequently, panel data 
regression analysis will provide more appropriate information. 
5.3.2 Agricultural Industry 
Table 5-5 provides the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable and independent variables over 
the period 2010-2014 for 27 companies (135 observations) in the agricultural industry. The 
environmental disclosures score (EDS) has a mean of 4.11 GRI indicators index out of total 30 GRI 
indicators index. The EDS are collected from annual reports and sustainability reports combined.   
Table 5-5: Descriptive statistics of 27 agricultural industry companies between 2010 and 2014 
         
 EDS SIZE AGE RISK LIQUIDITY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA 
SCORE 
MEDIA 
NO 
         
         
 Mean  4.111111  21498.25  34.03704  0.848736  9.534174  12.08119  0.072307  0.311111 
 Median  3.000000  5607.000  34.00000  0.579669  1.441071  10.58000  0.000000  0.000000 
 Maximum  20.00000  261324.3  62.00000  4.519148  389.3210  57.29000  1.000000  7.000000 
 Minimum  0.000000  109.9000  22.00000  0.002562  0.328269 -3.570000 -0.166667  0.000000 
 Std. Dev.  3.698864  46434.11  7.383329  0.773789  43.11276  9.660306  0.195789  0.926127 
 Observations  135  135  135  135  135  135  135  135 
 
According to Table 5-5, the companies’ SIZE (based on market capitalisation) ranges from 109.90 to 
26,1324.30 million baht with a mean of 21,498.25 million baht. The average AGE of companies is 
34.3 years. RISK ratio, LIQUIDITY, and PROFITABILITY ratio have a mean of 0.848736, 
9.534174, and 12.08119 respectively. The MEDIASCORE, ranging between 1 and -1 and showing 
the positive or negative side of news articles, has a mean of 0.072307 so, references to the agricultural 
industry in the news have been fairly positive. The MEDIANO has a maximum of 7 news articles and 
a minimum of zero news items.  
To check the multicollinearity, a Pearson correlation matrix for both independent and dependent 
variables of 27 agricultural industry companies between 2010 and 2014 was applied. No independent 
variable correlation coefficient exceeds the level of multicollinearity. For the factor analysis, Table 5-
6 shows that each variable is not related to each other. 
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Table 5-6: Pearson correlation of 27 agricultural industry companies between 2010 and 2014 
         
         
Correlation        
Probability EDS  SIZE  AGE  RISK  LIQUIDITY  
PROFIT 
ABILITY  
MEDIA 
SCORE  
MEDIA 
NO  
EDS  1.000000        
 -----         
         
SIZE  0.649832 1.000000       
 0.0000* -----        
         
AGE  0.023075 -0.005078 1.000000      
 0.7905 0.9534 -----       
         
RISK  0.236463 0.316735 -0.128549 1.000000     
 0.0058* 0.0002 0.1373 -----      
         
LIQUIDITY  0.026208 -0.075129 -0.215670 -0.211138 1.000000    
 0.7629 0.3865 0.0120 0.0140 -----     
         
PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.131653 -0.039287 0.012186 -0.246593 -0.186756 1.000000   
 0.1280 0.6510 0.8884 0.0039 0.0301 -----    
         
MEDIASCORE  0.194157 0.273016 -0.037640 0.202583 -0.067263 0.019814 1.000000  
 0.0240* 0.0014 0.6647 0.0185 0.4383 0.8196 -----   
         
MEDIANO  0.482173 0.699086 0.009216 0.235696 -0.059177 0.062969 0.547720 1.000000 
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.9155 0.0059 0.4954 0.4681 0.0000 -----  
         
         
Note:  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level or confidence level at 95% 
 
The correlation between the dependent variable and the variables of SIZE, RISK MEDIASCORE and 
MEDIANO is significant. These results provide preliminary evidence. However, these correlation 
results do not take into account the effects of cross section and time series. Consequently, panel data 
regression analysis will provide more appropriate information. 
 
  
 107 
5.3.3 Resources Industry 
Table 5-7 presents the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable and independent variables over 
the period 2010-2014 for 27 companies (135 observations) in the resources industry . The 
environmental disclosures score (EDS) has a mean of 6.81 GRI indicators index out of total 30 GRI 
indicators index. The EDS are collected from annual reports and sustainability reports combined.   
Table 5-7: Descriptive statistics of 27 resources industry companies between 2010 and 2014 
 
According to Table 5-7, the companies’ size (market capitalisation) ranged from 133.47 to 94,829.5 
million baht with a mean of 83,492.05 million baht which is larger in terms of size when compared 
with the agricultural industry by almost four times. The average AGE of companies is 26.11 years. 
RISK, LIQUIDITY, and PROFITABILITY ratio have a mean of 1.450963, 1.872074 and 9.588074 
respectively. Comparatively speaking, the agricultural group has the better ratio than the resources 
group. The MEDIASCORE has a mean of 0.097474 meaning that the news regarding the resources 
industry is on the positive side. The MEDIANO has a maximum of 13 news items and the lowest is 
no news. 
Table 5-8 presents the pair of Pearson correlations of 27 resources industry companies between 2010 
and 2014. No independent variables correlation coefficient exceeds the level of multicollinearity. For 
the factor analysis, this table shows that each independent variable is not related to another. 
 
 
 
  
         
         
 EDS SIZE AGE RISK LIQUIDITY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA 
SCORE 
MEDIA 
NO 
         
         
 Mean  6.807407  83492.05  26.11111  1.450963  1.872074  9.588074  0.097474  1.340741 
 Median  3.000000  14024.93  27.00000  1.160000  1.350000  9.260000  0.000000  0.000000 
 Maximum  23.00000  948291.5  53.00000  7.190000  11.72000  41.72000  0.756944  13.00000 
 Minimum  0.000000  133.4700  9.000000  0.070000  0.300000 -18.30000 -0.818182  0.000000 
 Std. Dev.  7.574009  196145.8  10.29539  1.249797  1.797613  8.506704  0.277200  2.589194 
Observations  135  135  135  135  135  135  135  135 
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Table 5-8: Pearson correlation of 27 resources industry companies between 2010 and 2014 
         
         
Correlation        
Probability EDS  SIZE  AGE  RISK  LIQUIDITY  
PROFIT 
ABILITY  
MEDIA 
SCORE  
MEDIA 
NO  
EDS 1.000000        
 -----         
         
SIZE  0.497148 1.000000       
 0.0000* -----        
         
AGE  0.050616 -0.208377 1.000000      
 0.5599 0.0153 -----       
         
RISK  -0.233771 -0.060024 -0.086773 1.000000     
 0.0064* 0.4892 0.3170 -----      
         
LIQUIDITY  0.087367 -0.057717 0.166535 -0.365815 1.000000    
 0.3136 0.5061 0.0535 0.0000 -----     
         
PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.035891 0.154467 -0.154853 -0.149190 -0.041092 1.000000   
 0.6794 0.0736 0.0729 0.0842 0.6361 -----    
         
MEDIASCORE  0.220256 0.106995 -0.009385 0.005580 0.003167 0.156464 1.000000  
 0.0103* 0.2168 0.9140 0.9488 0.9709 0.0700 -----   
         
MEDIANO  0.476007 0.365405 -0.104734 -0.116910 0.058530 0.026732 0.260718 1.000000 
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.2267 0.1769 0.5001 0.7583 0.0023 -----  
         
Note:  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level or confidence level at 95% 
 
The correlation between the dependent variable and the following independent variables is significant: 
SIZE, RISK, MEDIASCORE, and MEDIANO. However, panel data regression analysis will provide 
more information that is appropriate. 
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5.3.4 Industrial Industry 
Table 5-9 provides the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable and independent variables over 
the period 2010-2014 for 40 companies (200 observations) in the industrial industry. The 
environmental disclosures score (EDS) has a mean of 2.44 GRI indicators index out of total 30 GRI 
indicators index which is the lowest disclosure score out of all four industries. The EDS are collected 
from both annual reports and sustainability reports.   
Table 5-9: Descriptive statistics of 40 industrial industry companies between 2010 and 2014 
         
         
 EDS SIZE AGE RISK LIQUIDITY 
PROFITABI
LITY 
MEDIASCO
RE MEDIANO 
         
         
 Mean  2.440000  14514.20  26.53000  1.188900  2.579300  8.428650  0.017913  0.490000 
 Median  1.000000  2712.550  22.50000  0.660000  1.535000  8.685000  0.000000  0.000000 
 Maximum  22.00000  356199.1  61.00000  15.42000  32.28000  38.59000  1.000000  74.00000 
 Minimum  0.000000  44.40000  0.000000  0.000000  0.070000 -22.29000 -0.539879  0.000000 
 Std. Dev.  4.369423  50675.75  12.77478  1.752838  3.575724  9.035912  0.142925  5.269606 
Observations  200  200  200  200  200  200  200  200 
 
According to Table 5-9, the companies’ SIZE (market capitalisation) ranged from 44.40 to 356,199.10 
million baht with a mean of 14,514.20 million baht. The average AGE of companies is 26.53 years. 
RISK, LIQUIDITY, PROFITABILITY ratios have a mean of 1.1889, 2.5793 and 8.42865 
respectively. The MEDIASCORE, ranging between 1 and -1 and showing the positive or negative 
side of the news articles, has a mean of 0.017913; this means that the news has been fairly positive. 
The MEDIANO has a maximum of 74 news items, which is higher than the other industries, and the 
lowest is no news. 
To check the multicollinearity, a Pearson correlation matrix for both independent and dependent 
variables of 40 industrial industry companies between 2010 and 2014 was applied. No independent 
variables correlation coefficient exceeds the level of multicollinearity. For the factor analysis, this 
table shows that each variable is not related to another. 
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Table 5-10: Pearson correlation of 40 industrial industry companies between 2010 and 2014 
         
         
Correlation        
Probability EDS  SIZE  AGE  RISK  LIQUIDITY  
PROFIT 
ABILITY  
MEDIA 
SCORE  MEDIANO  
EDS  1.000000        
 -----         
         
SIZE  0.599733 1.000000       
 0.0000* -----        
         
AGE  -0.266895 -0.390286 1.000000      
 0.0001* 0.0000 -----       
         
RISK  0.255509 -0.009095 -0.223619 1.000000     
 0.0003* 0.8983 0.0015 -----      
         
LIQUIDITY  -0.096585 -0.059412 0.073002 -0.269529 1.000000    
 0.1737 0.4033 0.3043 0.0001 -----     
         
PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.124909 -0.011888 0.238234 -0.257182 0.194873 1.000000   
 0.0780 0.8673 0.0007 0.0002 0.0057 -----    
         
MEDIASCORE  0.220659 0.003587 0.011927 0.001997 -0.031693 -0.010413 1.000000  
 0.0017* 0.9598 0.8669 0.9776 0.6560 0.8836 -----   
         
MEDIANO  0.346329 0.541844 -0.161906 -0.017748 -0.017626 0.006725 -0.251573 1.000000 
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.0220 0.8030 0.8043 0.9247 0.0003 -----  
         
         
Note:  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level or confidence level at 95% 
 
The correlation between the dependent variable and the variables of SIZE, AGE, RISK 
MEDIASCORE and MEDIANO is significant. However, these correlation results do not take into 
account the effects of cross section and time series. Consequently, panel data regression analysis will 
provide more appropriate information.  
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5.3.5 Building material sector 
Table 5-11 presents the descriptive statistics for the dependent variable and independent variables for 
the period 2010-2014 of 14 companies (70 observations) in the building material sector . The 
environmental disclosures score (EDS) has a mean of 4.89 GRI indicators index out of total 30 GRI 
indicators index. The EDSs were collected from both annual reports and sustainability reports.   
Table 5-11: Descriptive statistics of 14 building material companies between 2010 and 2014 
         
         
 EDS SIZE AGE RISK LIQUIDITY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA 
SCORE MEDIANO 
         
         
 Mean  4.885714  46473.94  34.42857  0.870143  1.827143  13.70014  0.041539  1.171429 
 Median  3.000000  6122.285  30.00000  0.740000  1.520000  11.43000  0.000000  0.000000 
 Maximum  23.00000  537600.0  101.0000  3.080000  9.440000  46.15000  0.769231  33.00000 
 Minimum  0.000000  287.9400  14.00000  0.140000  0.630000 -21.96000 -0.636364  0.000000 
 Std. Dev.  6.484190  120351.8  20.67595  0.662670  1.242978  12.33004  0.170721  4.330450 
 Observations  70  70  70  70  70  70  70  70 
 
According to Table 5-11, the companies’ SIZE (market capitalisation) ranged from 287.94 to 537,600 
million baht with a mean of 46,473.94 million baht. The average AGE of companies is 34.43 years. 
RISK ratio, LIQUIDITY, and PROFITABILITY ratio have a mean of 0.870143, 1.827143 and 
13.70014 respectively. The MEDIASCORE has a mean of 0.041539 meaninng that the news tends 
towards the positive side. The MEDIANO has a maximum of 33 news items and a minimum of zero.  
Table 5-12 presents the pair of Pearson correlation of 14 building material companies between 2010 
and 2014. SIZE and AGE have a correlation coefficient that exceeds the level of multicollinearity cut 
off at 0.7 which mean that multicollinearity exists. However, when analysing for all 108 companies, 
the multicollinearity is not found. 
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Table 5-12: Pearson correlation of 14 building material companies between 2010 and 2014 
Note:  *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level or confidence level at 95% 
 
The correlation between the dependent variable and the following independent variables is significant: 
SIZE, AGE, RISK MEDIASCORE, and MEDIANO. However, panel data regression analysis will 
provide more appropriate information .  
         
         Correlation        
Probability EDS  SIZE  AGE  RISK  LIQUIDITY  
PROFIT 
ABILITY  
MEDIA 
SCORE  MEDIANO  
EDS  1.000000        
 -----         
         
SIZE  0.810300 1.000000       
 0.0000* -----        
         
AGE  0.758591 0.880408 1.000000      
 0.0000* 0.0000 -----       
         
RISK  0.330139 0.254058 0.274580 1.000000     
 0.0053* 0.0338 0.0214 -----      
         
LIQUIDITY  -0.227258 -0.118091 0.066417 -0.369039 1.000000    
 0.0585 0.3302 0.5849 0.0017 -----     
         
PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.031543 -0.011536 -0.079189 -0.258522 0.041061 1.000000   
 0.7955 0.9245 0.5146 0.0307 0.7357 -----    
         
MEDIASCORE  0.635111 0.642747 0.587682 0.178045 -0.074664 -0.012670 1.000000  
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.0000 0.1403 0.5390 0.9171 -----   
         
MEDIANO  0.607681 0.550124 0.546756 0.112917 -0.057258 0.042426 0.239574 1.000000 
 0.0000* 0.0000 0.0000 0.3520 0.6378 0.7273 0.0458 -----  
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5.4 Panel data analysis 
5.4.1 All selected industries (agricultural, resources, industrial industry and building 
material sector) 
After obtaining estimates from all three models in a pooled regression model, fixed effects model and 
random effects model, a Hausman test, Likelihood Ratio test and Breusch-Pagan test were performed 
to test which model is appropriate. To compare between Pooled OLS regression and other two 
models, an F-test (the redundant fixed effect test (Baltagi 2008)) was conducted to confirm the fixed 
effect model selection, and the Breusch-Pagan LM test confirmed the random effect model selection. 
If the null hypothesis was accepted in either, the pooled OLS would have been appropriate. To select 
between a fixed effect and random effect model, a Hausman test was conducted, a null hypothesis 
supports the random effects model, otherwise the fixed effects model should be selected (Park 2011).  
For Equation 1, as seen in Table 5-13, the results of dummy variables for the year 2011-2014 were 
significant for all years. The coefficient of each dummy variable increased from 2011 to 2014 which 
shows an increasing trend of corporate environmental disclosures. However, this equation does not 
identify whether GRI adoption had an impact on the level of disclosure. Therefore, Equation 2 had to 
be analysed. 
Table 5-13: The Dummy variables of year 2011-2014 in fixed effects model of Equation 1 
  Fixed Effects Model   
Variable Coeffs. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
D2011 18.9748 10.3099 0.0000 * 
D2012 38.1551 10.3718 0.0000 * 
D2013 57.3284 10.3824 0.0000 * 
D2014 76.3606 10.3719 0.0000 * 
 
With Equation 2, after obtaining the Hausman test, Likelihood Ratio test and Breusch-Pagan test 
results, the fixed effects model was found to be the most appropriate model with a 95 % confidence 
level as shown in Table 5-14. However, in the fixed effects model, the industry type variable was 
excluded from the model as this variable did not change over the relevant period of time. AGE, 
PROFITABILITY, and MEDIASCORE are significant at the 0.05 level. Furthermore, the goodness-
of-fit is measured by using the F-statistic and it is significant.  
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Table 5-14: The panel data models of 108 companies between 2010 and 2014, Equation 2  
  
Pool cross sectional 
  
Fixed Effects Model   Random Effects Model   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.   
  
Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
  
  
  
   
  
C 1.7905 2.4798 0.0135 * -6.6461 -4.1784 0.0000 * 1.4555 1.3838 0.1670   
GRIA 1.5056 3.9823 0.0001 * 0.1163 0.7102 0.4780 
 
1.4808 6.4382 0.0000 * 
SIZE 0.0000 12.3701 0.0000 * 0.0000 -0.2503 0.8025 
 
0.0000 8.3678 0.0000 * 
AGE 0.0323 2.1589 0.0313 * 0.3768 6.5956 0.0000 * 0.0537 2.2020 0.0281 * 
RISK 0.2386 1.6531 0.0989   -0.0720 -1.5117 0.1314 
 
0.0799 0.6636 0.5072   
LIQUIDITY 0.0068 0.7906 0.4295   0.0089 1.5234 0.1284 
 
0.0076 0.9082 0.3642   
PROFITABILITY -0.0468 -2.3427 0.0195 * -0.0173 -2.4465 0.0148 * -0.0404 -2.3117 0.0212 * 
MEDIASCORE 4.9212 5.2668 0.0000 * 0.8914 2.5583 0.0109 * 1.3705 2.0886 0.0372 * 
MEDIANO 0.3210 6.3149 0.0000 * 0.0755 1.7588 0.0793 
 
0.0812 2.4144 0.0161 * 
TY_BUILD 0.2254 0.3568 0.7214     
  
  0.3127 0.2995 0.7646  
TY_INDU -1.2757 -2.5690 0.0105 *   
  
  -1.1826 -1.4557 0.1461  
TY_RESO 0.9631 1.7507 0.0806     
  
  1.5836 1.7559 0.0797  
    
  
        
  
  
  
Adjusted R-squared 0.4548 
  
  0.9236 
  
  0.2262 
  
  
Durbin-Watson stat 0.7351 
  
  1.8066 
  
  1.2685 
  
  
F-statistic 41.8816 
  
  57.6418 
  
  15.3275 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  
Hausman test chi-
square 
  
 
 
    
  
  91.8604 * 
 
  
Redundant fixed effect 
tests Cross-section F 
  
 
 
  32.3737 * 
 
    
  
  
Breusch-Pagan LM 323.143 *                     
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
In detail, AGE had a positive relationship with the coefficient at 0.3768 with the level of 
environmental disclosures which means the older companies disclosed more than the newer 
companies did. This is aligned with the findings in prior literature and according to stakeholder theory 
as the older companies have more accumulated stakeholders than the newer companies (Choi 1999; 
Moore 2001; Suttipun 2012). The newer companies may focus on the economic aspects over 
environmental disclosures (Setthasakko 2007).  
PROFITABILITY: the ROA had a negative relationship with the coefficient at -0.0173 with the level 
of environmental disclosures which indicates that profitable companies had less disclosure. 
Conversely, the unprofitable companies had more disclosures, confirming the findings in prior 
literature (Ho & Taylor 2007; Neu, Warsame & Pedwell 1998).  
MEDIASCORE: the media score had a positive relationship with the coefficient at 0.8914 with the 
level of environmental disclosures meaning the companies that had more positive news in print media 
disclosed environmental information more than the companies that had negative news.  This result 
contrasts with the prior literature Brown and Deegan (1998) and Deegan, Rankin and Tobin (2002). 
Their studies had found a positive relationship between higher levels of negative media attention and 
higher levels of positive annual report environmental disclosures suggesting that companies may want 
to build a better image and reputation via their disclosures.  
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When examining each industry in Table 5-15, the fixed effects panel data model was appropriate for 
the resources industry, industrial industry, and building material sector, whereas the random effects 
model was more appropriate for the agricultural industry. The results showed that the Thai 
sustainability guidelines (GRIA) affected the level of environmental disclosures in the agricultural 
industry only. SIZE had a positive effect on the level of disclosures in the agricultural industry 
whereas it had a very small, negative relationship in the industrial industry. AGE was significant in 
the resources industry, industrial industry, and building materials sector. RISK had a negative 
relationship with the level of disclosures in the industrials industry, and MEDIASCORE had a 
positive effect in the resources industry.  Detailed analysis is provided. 
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Table 5-15: The panel data models of all industries between 2010 and 2014  
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
 
 
 Fixed effect: OVERALL Random effect: AGRI Fixed effect: RESO Fixed effect: INDU Fixed effect: BUIL 
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.  Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.  Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.  Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.  Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.  
                             
C -6.6461 -4.1784 0.0000 * 1.3010 0.6623 0.5090   -5.5906 -1.3118 0.1926  -2.1720 -1.0710 0.2858   -4.3530 -1.4861 0.1438   
GRIA 0.1163 0.7102 0.4780   2.1842 5.2072 0.0000 * -0.4113 -0.8027 0.4240  0.2237 0.9911 0.3232   -0.1316 -0.5610 0.5774   
SIZE 0.0000 -0.2503 0.8025   0.0001 5.4763 0.0000 * 0.0000 -0.5730 0.5679  -0.0001 -2.2974 0.0230 * 0.0000 -0.4161 0.6792   
AGE 0.3768 6.5956 0.0000 * 0.0149 0.2826 0.7779   0.5258 3.0164 0.0032 * 0.2057 2.6377 0.0092 * 0.2813 3.2473 0.0021 * 
RISK -0.0720 -1.5117 0.1314   0.1665 0.3929 0.6951   0.0255 0.2018 0.8405  -0.1030 -2.0296 0.0441 * 0.1601 0.4680 0.6419   
LIQUIDITY 0.0089 1.5234 0.1284   0.0107 1.5697 0.1190   -0.2232 -1.3065 0.1944  -0.0302 -1.5422 0.1251   -0.0497 -0.4973 0.6213   
PROFITABILITY -0.0173 -2.4465 0.0148 * -0.0015 -0.0477 0.9620   0.0002 0.0103 0.9918  -0.0022 -0.2074 0.8359   -0.0230 -2.4103 0.0198 * 
MEDIASCORE 0.8914 2.5583 0.0109 * -0.5033 -0.4112 0.6816   1.6859 2.0807 0.0400 * 0.9085 1.0307 0.3043   0.0841 0.1029 0.9184   
MEDIANO 0.0755 1.7588 0.0793   0.5097 1.4258 0.1564   -0.1873 -1.1463 0.2544  0.1592 1.2676 0.2069   0.0381 0.6889 0.4942   
                             
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.9236     0.4019     0.8894    0.8996     0.9869     
Durbin-Watson stat 1.8066     1.6501     1.9004    1.6894     2.1285     
F-statistic 57.6418     12.2544     32.6782    38.9338     249.2091     
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 *    0.0000 *    0.0000 *   0.0000 *    0.0000 *    
Hausman test chi-
square 
      8.1353                      
Redundant fixed 
effect tests Cross-
section F 
32.3737 *             20.9224 *     27.4090 *     93.3926 *     
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Furthermore, to check for possible endogeneity problem in the variables, a two-stage least square, and 
instrument variables have been applied. Instrument variables are any variables on the right-hand side 
that are not correlated with the error or residual and should be included as instruments (EViews 2016). 
Therefore, to check the right-hand side variables are not correlated, the residual has been shown in 
Table 5-16. There was no multicollinearity between the independent variables and the fixed effects 
model residual (RESIDFE). Therefore, all the independent variables can be the instrument variables. 
The results of the panel data models were tested and confirmed. 
Table 5-16: Pearson correlation of 108 companies between independence variables and their residual Equation 2 
Correlation 
          
Probability EDS GRIA SIZE AGE RISK 
LIQUIDI
TY 
PROFIT
ABILITY 
MEDIA
SCORE 
MEDIA 
NO 
RESID 
FE 
EDS  1.0000 
         
 
----- 
         
           GRIA  0.1465 1.0000
        
 
0.0006 ----- 
        
           SIZE  0.5756 0.0002 1.0000
       
 
0.0000 0.9965 ----- 
       
           AGE  0.1168 0.0941 0.0360 1.0000
      
 
0.0066 0.0288 0.4032 ----- 
      
           RISK  0.0882 0.0020 0.0350 -0.1526 1.0000
     
 
0.0406 0.9632 0.4169 0.0004 ----- 
     
           LIQUIDITY  -0.0019 -0.0198 -0.0335 -0.0231 -0.1076 1.0000
    
 
0.9650 0.6459 0.4368 0.5921 0.0124 ----- 
    
           PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.0515 -0.1280 0.0526 0.0892 -0.2283 -0.0669 1.0000 
   
 
0.2318 0.0029 0.2221 0.0383 0.0000 0.1206 ----- 
   
           MEDIA 
SCORE  0.2934 0.0051 0.1890 0.1022 0.0470 -0.0280 0.0572 1.0000 
  
 
0.0000 0.9061 0.0000 0.0175 0.2755 0.5157 0.1842 ----- 
  
           MEDIANO  0.3840 0.0018 0.3449 0.0224 -0.0025 -0.0189 0.0204 0.0401 1.0000
 
 
0.0000 0.9672 0.0000 0.6029 0.9545 0.6609 0.6365 0.3521 ----- 
 
           RESIDFE 0.4048 0.1362 -0.0049 0.0192 0.0134 -0.0023 -0.0372 -0.0160 -0.0393 1.0000
 
0.0000 0.0015 0.9101 0.6567 0.7568 0.9567 0.3884 0.7111 0.3617 ----- 
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After obtaining the two-stage least square, the results were similar to those of the fixed effects model 
which is shown in Table 5-17. Therefore, the independent variables were proven not to face an 
endogeneity problem and the results of the panel data fixed effects model were tested and confirmed. 
Table 5-17: The comparing panel data models of 108 companies between random effects model and Two-stage least 
square Equation 2 
  Fixed Effects Model   Fixed Effect Model 2SLS   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
   
  
C -6.6461 -4.1784 0.0000 * -6.6461 -4.1784 0.0000 * 
GRIA 0.1163 0.7102 0.4780   0.1163 0.7102 0.4780   
SIZE 0.0000 -0.2503 0.8025   0.0000 -0.2503 0.8025   
AGE 0.3768 6.5956 0.0000 * 0.3768 6.5956 0.0000 * 
RISK -0.0720 -1.5117 0.1314   -0.0720 -1.5117 0.1314   
LIQUIDITY 0.0089 1.5234 0.1284   0.0089 1.5234 0.1284   
PROFITABILITY -0.0173 -2.4465 0.0148 * -0.0173 -2.4465 0.0148 * 
MEDIASCORE 0.8914 2.5583 0.0109 * 0.8914 2.5583 0.0109 * 
MEDIANO 0.0755 1.7588 0.0793   0.0755 1.7588 0.0793   
    
  
    
  
  
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.9236 
  
  0.9236 
  
  
Durbin-Watson 
stat 
1.8066 
  
  1.8066 
  
  
F-statistic 57.6418 
  
  57.6418 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 *     0.0000 *     
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
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5.4.2 Agricultural Industry 
To test which model was appropriate for the panel data analysis of the agricultural industry, after 
calculating all three models (pooled regression model, fixed effects model and random effects model) 
the Hausman test, Likelihood Ratio test (or F-test) and Breusch-Pagan test were applied. The results 
confirmed that the random effects model was the most appropriate model to use at the confidence 
level 95 %.  Table 5-18 shows that GRIA and SIZE are significant at the 0.05 level.  
Table 5-18: The panel data models of 27 agricultural industry companies between 2010 and 2014, Equation 2 
  Pool cross sectional   Fixed Effects Model   Random Effects Model   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
    
  
  
   
  
C 1.9061 1.4414 0.1519   -0.5403 -0.1244 0.9012   1.3010 0.6623 0.5090   
GRIA 2.2081 4.5653 0.0000 * 1.1699 3.1111 0.0024 * 2.1842 5.2072 0.0000 * 
SIZE 0.0000 5.9211 0.0000 * 0.0001 6.4474 0.0000 * 0.0001 5.4763 0.0000 * 
AGE 0.0024 0.0745 0.9407   0.0538 0.4040 0.6870   0.0149 0.2826 0.7779   
RISK 0.3173 0.9235 0.3575   -0.0603 -0.2194 0.8268   0.1665 0.3929 0.6951   
LIQUIDITY 0.0082 1.4086 0.1614   0.0115 1.8651 0.0651   0.0107 1.5697 0.1190   
PROFITABILITY -0.0138 -0.5322 0.5955   -0.0077 -0.6152 0.5398   -0.0015 -0.0477 0.9620   
MEDIASCORE -0.2695 -0.1882 0.8510   0.6908 0.9716 0.3336   -0.5033 -0.4112 0.6816   
MEDIANO 0.4900 1.1968 0.2336   0.0200 0.0952 0.9244   0.5097 1.4258 0.1564   
    
  
    
  
      
  
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.4906 
  
  0.8216 
  
  0.4019 
  
  
Durbin-Watson 
stat 
1.1125 
  
  2.1495 
  
  1.6501 
  
  
F-statistic 17.1298 
  
  19.1462 
  
  12.2544 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  
Hausman test chi-
square 
  
 
 
    
  
  8.1353 
  
  
Redundant fixed 
effect tests Cross-
section F 
  
 
 
  16.8075 * 
 
    
  
  
Breusch-Pagan 
LM 
22.501 * 
          
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
The Thai sustainability guidelines (GRIA) affected the level of environmental disclosures in the 
agricultural industry. These findings support prior considerations in the literature (Athanasios, 
Antonios & Despina 2013; Galani, Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012).  
The SIZE of the agricultural companies had a positive effect on the level of environmental disclosures 
which means that the larger companies report more information than the smaller ones. This is also 
confirmed in prior literature and by stakeholder theory that states that the larger companies have 
greater diversity and shareholder influence on company operations, social and environmental 
activities to address (Adams, Hill & Roberts 1998; Huang & Kung 2010; Moore 2001; Suttipun 
2012).   
Furthermore, to check the possible endogeneity problem in the variables, the two-stage least square 
and instrument variables were applied. Table 5-19 shows that there is no multicollinearity between the 
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independent variables and the fixed effects model residual (RESIDRE). Therefore, all the independent 
variables can be the instrument variables. 
Table 5-19: Pearson correlation of 27 agricultural industry companies between independent variables and their 
residual equation 2 
Correlation 
          
Probability EDS GRIA SIZE AGE RISK 
LIQUID 
ITY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA 
SCORE 
MEDIA 
NO 
RESID 
RE 
EDS  1.0000 
         
 
-----  
         
           GRIA  0.3077 1.0000
        
 
0.0003 -----  
        
           SIZE  0.6498 0.0418 1.0000
       
 
0.0000 0.6301 -----  
       
           AGE  0.0231 0.1665 -0.0051 1.0000
      
 
0.7905 0.0536 0.9534 -----  
      
           RISK  0.2365 -0.0518 0.3167 -0.1285 1.0000
     
 
0.0058 0.5504 0.0002 0.1373 -----  
     
           LIQUIDITY  0.0262 -0.0482 -0.0751 -0.2157 -0.2111 1.0000
    
 
0.7629 0.5789 0.3865 0.0120 0.0140 -----  
    
           PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.1317 -0.1621 -0.0393 0.0122 -0.2466 -0.1868 1.0000 
   
 
0.1280 0.0603 0.6510 0.8884 0.0039 0.0301 -----  
   
           MEDIA 
SCORE  0.1942 -0.0424 0.2730 -0.0376 0.2026 -0.0673 0.0198 1.0000 
  
 
0.0240 0.6253 0.0014 0.6647 0.0185 0.4383 0.8196 -----  
  
           MEDIANO  0.4822 -0.0623 0.6991 0.0092 0.2357 -0.0592 0.0630 0.5477 1.0000
 
 
0.0000 0.4731 0.0000 0.9155 0.0059 0.4954 0.4681 0.0000 -----  
 
           RESIDRE  0.6161 0.0000 -0.1114 -0.0321 0.0301 -0.0265 -0.0454 -0.0097 -0.0792 1.0000
 
0.0000 1.0000 0.1985 0.7115 0.7286 0.7603 0.6009 0.9112 0.3610 -----  
            
After obtaining a two-stage least square, the results were the same as for the random effects model, 
shown in Table 5-20. Therefore, the independent variables were proven not to face an endogeneity 
problem and the results of the random effects panel data model was tested and confirmed. 
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Table 5-20: The comparing panel data models of 27 agricultural industry companies between fixed effects model and 
two-stage least square. Equation2 
  Random Effects Model   Random Effect Model 2SLS   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
   
  
C 1.3010 0.6623 0.5090   1.3010 0.6623 0.5090   
GRIA 2.1842 5.2072 0.0000 * 2.1842 5.2072 0.0000 * 
SIZE 0.0001 5.4763 0.0000 * 0.0001 5.4763 0.0000 * 
AGE 0.0149 0.2826 0.7779   0.0149 0.2826 0.7779   
RISK 0.1665 0.3929 0.6951   0.1665 0.3929 0.6951   
LIQUIDITY 0.0107 1.5697 0.1190   0.0107 1.5697 0.1190   
PROFITABILITY -0.0015 -0.0477 0.9620   -0.0015 -0.0477 0.9620   
MEDIASCORE -0.5033 -0.4112 0.6816   -0.5033 -0.4112 0.6816   
MEDIANO 0.5097 1.4258 0.1564   0.5097 1.4258 0.1564   
        
  
  
  
Adjusted R-squared 0.4019 
  
  0.4019 
  
  
Durbin-Watson stat 1.6501 
  
  1.6501 
  
  
F-statistic 12.2544 
  
  12.2544 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 *     0.0000 *     
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
5.4.3 Resources Industry 
To test which model was appropriate for the panel data analysis of the resources industry, after 
calculation, the Hausman test, Likelihood Ratio test and Breusch-Pagan test were applied. The results 
confirmed that the fixed effects model was the most appropriate model to use at the confidence level 
95 %.  Table 5-21 shows that AGE and MEDIASCORE was significant at the 0.05 level.  
Table 5-21: The panel data models of 27 resources industry companies between 2010 and 2014, Equation 2 
  Pool cross sectional   Fixed Effects Model   Random Effects Model   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
    
  
  
   
  
C 2.9526 1.4073 0.1618   -5.5906 -1.3118 0.1926   2.9600 1.3137 0.1913   
GRIA 2.2192 2.0365 0.0438 * -0.4113 -0.8027 0.4240   1.3258 2.1039 0.0374 * 
SIZE 0.0000 5.4248 0.0000 * 0.0000 -0.5730 0.5679   0.0000 5.1647 0.0000 * 
AGE 0.0889 1.7284 0.0864   0.5258 3.0164 0.0032 * 0.1360 1.9401 0.0546   
RISK -0.9803 -2.1816 0.0310 * 0.0255 0.2018 0.8405   -0.3199 -0.9323 0.3529   
LIQUIDITY 0.0381 0.1242 0.9013   -0.2232 -1.3065 0.1944   -0.3430 -1.5295 0.1286   
PROFITABILITY -0.0888 -1.3851 0.1685   0.0002 0.0103 0.9918   -0.0817 -1.7108 0.0896   
MEDIASCORE 2.9489 1.5344 0.1274   1.6859 2.0807 0.0400 * 1.4212 1.0943 0.2759   
MEDIANO 0.9477 4.2313 0.0000 * -0.1873 -1.1463 0.2544   -0.0395 -0.2553 0.7989   
    
  
      
    
  
  
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.4086 
  
  0.8894 
  
  0.1480 
  
  
Durbin-Watson 
stat 
0.8856 
  
  1.9004 
  
  1.2146 
  
  
F-statistic 12.5720 
  
  32.6782 
  
  3.9102 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  0.0004 * 
 
  
Hausman test 
chi-square 
  
 
 
    
  
  69.7903 * 
 
  
Redundant fixed 
effect tests 
Cross-section F 
  
 
 
  20.9224 * 
 
    
  
  
Breusch-Pagan 
LM 
38.228 * 
                    
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
In detail, AGE had a positive relationship with the coefficient at 0.5258 with the level of 
environmental disclosures which means the older companies disclosed more than the newer 
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companies did. This aligns with prior literature and stakeholder theory already mentioned in the 
section of 5.4.1. 
MEDIASCORE: the media score had a positive relationship with the level of environmental 
disclosures; the coefficient of 1.6859 indicates that the companies that had positive news in print 
media disclosed the environmental information more than the companies that had negative news.  
This result contrasts with the prior literatures mentioned in section 5.4.1. 
Furthermore, to check the possible endogeneity problem in the variables, the two-stage least square 
and instrument variables were applied. Table 5-22 shows that there is no multicollinearity between the 
independent variables and the fixed effects model residual (RESIDFE). Therefore, all the independent 
variables can be the instrument variables. 
Table 5-22: Pearson correlation of 27 resources industry companies between independent variables and their 
residual, Equation 2 
Correlation 
          
Probability EDS GRIA SIZE AGE RISK 
LIQUIDI
TY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA
NO 
MEDIA 
SCORE 
RESID 
FE 
EDS  1.0000 
         
 
-----  
         
           GRIA  0.1290 1.0000
        
 
0.1358 -----  
        
           SIZE  0.4971 -0.0120 1.0000
       
 
0.0000 0.8906 -----  
       
           AGE  0.0506 0.1194 -0.2084 1.0000
      
 
0.5599 0.1678 0.0153 -----  
      
           RISK  -0.2338 -0.0819 -0.0600 -0.0868 1.0000
     
 
0.0064 0.3452 0.4892 0.3170 -----  
     
           LIQUIDITY  0.0874 -0.0087 -0.0577 0.1665 -0.3658 1.0000
    
 
0.3136 0.9201 0.5061 0.0535 0.0000 -----  
    
           PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.0359 -0.1988 0.1545 -0.1549 -0.1492 -0.0411 1.0000 
   
 
0.6794 0.0208 0.0736 0.0729 0.0842 0.6361 -----  
   
           MEDIANO  0.4760 -0.1841 0.3654 -0.1047 -0.1169 0.0585 0.0267 1.0000
  
 
0.0000 0.0326 0.0000 0.2267 0.1769 0.5001 0.7583 -----  
  
           MEDIA 
SCORE  0.2203 0.0183 0.1070 -0.0094 0.0056 0.0032 0.1565 0.2607 1.0000 
 
 
0.0103 0.8333 0.2168 0.9140 0.9488 0.9709 0.0700 0.0023 -----  
 
           RESIDFE 0.4174 0.1420 -0.0081 0.0330 0.0308 -0.0923 -0.0816 -0.1310 -0.0584 1.0000
 
0.0000 0.1005 0.9259 0.7038 0.7228 0.2870 0.3469 0.1299 0.5012 -----  
          
 
After obtaining the two-stage least square, the results were the same as for the fixed effects model as 
shown in Table 5-23. Therefore, the independent variables did not face an endogeneity problem and 
the results of the fixed effects panel data model were tested and confirmed. 
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Table 5-23: The comparing panel data models of 27 resources industry companies between fixed effects model and 
Two-stage least square. Equation 2 
  Fixed Effects Model   Fixed Effect Model 2SLS   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
   
  
C -5.5906 -1.3118 0.1926   -5.5906 -1.3118 0.1926   
GRIA -0.4113 -0.8027 0.4240   -0.4113 -0.8027 0.4240   
SIZE 0.0000 -0.5730 0.5679   0.0000 -0.5730 0.5679   
AGE 0.5258 3.0164 0.0032 * 0.5258 3.0164 0.0032 * 
RISK 0.0255 0.2018 0.8405   0.0255 0.2018 0.8405   
LIQUIDITY -0.2232 -1.3065 0.1944   -0.2232 -1.3065 0.1944   
PROFITABILITY 0.0002 0.0103 0.9918   0.0002 0.0103 0.9918   
MEDIASCORE 1.6859 2.0807 0.0400 * 1.6859 2.0807 0.0400 * 
MEDIANO -0.1873 -1.1463 0.2544   -0.1873 -1.1463 0.2544   
        
  
  
  
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.8894 
  
  0.8894 
  
  
Durbin-Watson stat 1.9004 
  
  1.9004 
  
  
F-statistic 32.6782 
  
  32.6782 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 *     0.0000 *     
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
 
5.4.4 Industrial Industry 
To test which model was appropriate for the panel data analysis of the industrial industry, after 
calculation, the Hausman test, Likelihood Ratio test and Breusch-Pagan test was applied. The results 
confirmed that the fixed effects model was the most appropriate model to use at the confidence level 
95 %.  Table 5-24 shows that SIZE, AGE, and RISK were significant at the 0.05 level.  
Table 5-24: The panel data models of 40 industrial industry companies between 2010 and 2014, Equation2 
  Pool cross sectional   Fixed Effects Model   Random Effects Model   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
    
  
  
   
  
C 0.3114 0.4454 0.6565   -2.1720 -1.0710 0.2858   2.0351 2.4592 0.0148 * 
GRIA 1.3449 2.8903 0.0043 * 0.2237 0.9911 0.3232   1.4621 4.6674 0.0000 * 
SIZE 0.0000 8.3815 0.0000 * -0.0001 -2.2974 0.0230 * 0.0000 5.0203 0.0000 * 
AGE 0.0043 0.2129 0.8317   0.2057 2.6377 0.0092 * -0.0248 -0.9356 0.3507   
RISK 0.6190 4.5054 0.0000 * -0.1030 -2.0296 0.0441 * 0.1941 1.6906 0.0925   
LIQUIDITY 0.0104 0.1584 0.8743   -0.0302 -1.5422 0.1251   -0.0387 -0.6503 0.5163   
PROFITABILITY -0.0184 -0.6962 0.4871   -0.0022 -0.2074 0.8359   -0.0291 -1.2784 0.2026   
MEDIASCORE 7.5101 4.6219 0.0000 * 0.9085 1.0307 0.3043   4.0394 3.4912 0.0006 * 
MEDIANO 0.0828 1.5655 0.1191   0.1592 1.2676 0.2069   0.0779 2.2102 0.0283 * 
    
  
      
    
  
  
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.4903 
  
  0.8996 
  
  0.2342 
  
  
Durbin-Watson 
stat 
0.9463 
  
  1.6894 
  
  1.1871 
  
  
F-statistic 24.9307 
  
  38.9338 
  
  8.6073 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  
Hausman test 
chi-square 
  
 
 
    
  
  79.9990 * 
 
  
Redundant fixed 
effect tests 
Cross-section F 
  
 
 
  27.4090 * 
 
    
  
  
Breusch-Pagan 
LM 
41.347 * 
                    
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
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In detail, the SIZE of the company had a small negative relationship with a coefficient of -0.0001 with 
the level of environmental disclosures meaning the larger companies reported less information than 
the smaller ones. This is in contrast to prior literature and the stakeholder theory (Adams, Hill & 
Roberts 1998; Huang & Kung 2010; Moore 2001; Suttipun 2012).  However, it was a very weak 
negative effect. 
AGE: the companies’ age had a negative relationship with a coefficient of 0.257 with the level of 
environmental disclosures which means the older companies disclosed less than the newer companies 
did. This aligns with prior literature and stakeholder theory as mentioned in section 5.4.1. 
The companies’ debt ratio had a negative relationship with the industrials industry with a coefficient 
of -0.1030 which means that the companies with a higher debt ratio disclosed less than the companies 
that had a smaller debt ratio (a higher debt ratio or higher risk companies had less environmental 
disclosures). This finding is in contrast to prior studies and the stakeholder theory (Choi 1999; 
Roberts 1992; Suttipun 2012).  
Furthermore, to check the possible endogeneity problem in the variables, the two-stage least square 
and instrument variables were applied. Table 5-25 shows that there was no multicollinearity between 
the independent variables and the fixed effects model residual (RESIDFE). Therefore, all the 
independent variables can be the instrument variables. 
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Table 5-25: Pearson correlation of 40 industrial industry companies between independent variables and their 
residual, Equation 2 
Correlation 
          
Probability EDS GRIA SIZE AGE RISK 
LIQUIDI
TY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIAS 
CORE 
MEDIA 
NO 
RESID 
FE 
EDS 1.0000 
         
 
-----  
         
           GRIA  0.1658 1.0000
        
 
0.0190 -----  
        
           SIZE  0.5997 -0.0209 1.0000
       
 
0.0000 0.7688 -----  
       
           AGE  -0.2669 0.0958 -0.3903 1.0000
      
 
0.0001 0.1772 0.0000 -----  
      
           RISK  0.2555 0.0581 -0.0091 -0.2236 1.0000
     
 
0.0003 0.4136 0.8983 0.0015 -----  
     
           LIQUIDITY  -0.0966 0.0721 -0.0594 0.0730 -0.2695 1.0000
    
 
0.1737 0.3103 0.4033 0.3043 0.0001 -----  
    
           PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.1249 -0.1263 -0.0119 0.2382 -0.2572 0.1949 1.0000 
   
 
0.0780 0.0747 0.8673 0.0007 0.0002 0.0057 -----  
   
           MEDIA 
SCORE  0.2207 -0.0174 0.0036 0.0119 0.0020 -0.0317 -0.0104 1.0000 
  
 
0.0017 0.8064 0.9598 0.8669 0.9776 0.6560 0.8836 -----  
  
           MEDIA 
NO  0.3463 0.0948 0.5418 -0.1619 -0.0177 -0.0176 0.0067 -0.2516 1.0000 
 
 
0.0000 0.1820 0.0000 0.0220 0.8030 0.8043 0.9247 0.0003 -----  
 
           RESIDFE 0.4227 0.1342 -0.0052 0.0156 -0.0030 0.0060 -0.0278 0.0341 -0.0395 1.0000
 
0.0000 0.0581 0.9421 0.8263 0.9665 0.9333 0.6956 0.6320 0.5787 -----  
          
 
After obtaining the two-stage least square, the results were the same as for the fixed effects model 
shown in Table 5-26. Therefore, the independent variables did not have an endogeneity problem and 
the results of the fixed effects panel data model were tested and confirmed. 
Table 5-26: The comparing panel data models of 40 industrial industry companies between random effects model and 
Two-stage least square. 
  Fixed Effects Model   Fixed Effect Model 2SLS   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
   
  
C -2.1720 -1.0710 0.2858   -2.1720 -1.0710 0.2858   
GRIA 0.2237 0.9911 0.3232   0.2237 0.9911 0.3232   
SIZE -0.0001 -2.2974 0.0230 * -0.0001 -2.2974 0.0230 * 
AGE 0.2057 2.6377 0.0092 * 0.2057 2.6377 0.0092 * 
RISK -0.1030 -2.0296 0.0441 * -0.1030 -2.0296 0.0441 * 
LIQUIDITY -0.0302 -1.5422 0.1251   -0.0302 -1.5422 0.1251   
PROFITABILITY -0.0022 -0.2074 0.8359   -0.0022 -0.2074 0.8359   
MEDIASCORE 0.9085 1.0307 0.3043   0.9085 1.0307 0.3043   
MEDIANO 0.1592 1.2676 0.2069   0.1592 1.2676 0.2069   
    
  
    
  
  
Adjusted R-squared 0.8996 
  
  0.8996 
  
  
Durbin-Watson stat 1.6894 
  
  1.6894 
  
  
F-statistic 38.9338 
  
  38.9338 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 *     0.0000 *     
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
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5.4.5 Building material Sector 
To test which model was appropriate for the panel data analysis of the building materials sector, after 
calculation, the Hausman test, Likelihood Ratio test and Breusch-Pagan test were applied. The results 
confirmed that the fixed effects model was the most appropriate model to use at a confidence level 95 
%.  Table 5-27 shows that AGE and PROFITABILITY are significant at a 0.05 level.  
Table 5-27: The panel data models of 14 building material sector companies between 2010 and 2014, Equation 2 
  Pool cross sectional   Fixed Effects Model   Random Effects Model   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
    
  
  
   
  
C 1.7592 1.1202 0.2670   -4.3530 -1.4861 0.1438   -2.4366 -1.2374 0.2207   
GRIA 0.2335 0.2791 0.7811   -0.1316 -0.5610 0.5774   0.2047 0.7129 0.4786   
SIZE 0.0000 1.9991 0.0501   0.0000 -0.4161 0.6792   0.0000 0.8971 0.3732   
AGE 0.0619 1.3009 0.1982   0.2813 3.2473 0.0021 * 0.1972 3.5093 0.0009 * 
RISK 0.7368 1.0188 0.3123   0.1601 0.4680 0.6419   0.6904 1.2374 0.2207   
LIQUIDITY -0.7485 -1.9141 0.0603   -0.0497 -0.4973 0.6213   -0.0828 -0.5496 0.5846   
PROFITABILITY 0.0027 0.0774 0.9386   -0.0230 -2.4103 0.0198 * -0.0299 -1.4537 0.1512   
MEDIASCORE 8.8547 2.7881 0.0071 * 0.0841 0.1029 0.9184   0.2020 0.1593 0.8740   
MEDIANO 0.3883 3.3169 0.0015 * 0.0381 0.6889 0.4942   0.0808 1.7381 0.0872   
    
  
      
    
  
  
Adjusted R-
squared 
0.7316 
  
  
0.9869 
  
  
0.3633 
  
  
Durbin-Watson 
stat 
0.5911 
  
  
2.1285 
  
  
1.1786 
  
  
F-statistic 24.5122 
  
  249.2091 
  
  5.9205 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  0.0000 * 
 
  
Hausman test 
chi-square 
  
 
 
  
  
  
  
17.0648 
* 
 
  
Redundant fixed 
effect tests 
Cross-section F 
  
 
 
  
93.3926 
* 
 
  
  
  
  
Breusch-Pagan 
LM 
66.446 
* 
                    
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
In detail, AGE had a positive relationship with a coefficient of 0.2813 with the level of environmental 
disclosures which means the older companies disclosed more than the younger companies did. This 
aligns with prior literature and stakeholder theory mentioned in section 5.4.1. 
PROFITABILITY: the ROA had a negative relationship with a coefficient of -0.0230 with the level of 
environmental disclosures which means the more profitable companies had fewer disclosures. In other 
words, the unprofitable companies had more disclosures than the profitable companies did. This result 
confirms the findings in prior literature mentioned in section of 5.4.1. 
Furthermore, to check the possible endogeneity problem in the variables, the two-stage least square 
and instrument variables were applied. Table 5-28 shows there is no multicollinearity between the 
independent variables and the fixed effects model residual (RESIDFE). Therefore, all the independent 
variables can be the instrument variables. 
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Table 5-28: Pearson correlation of 14 building material sector companies between independent variables and their 
residual, Equation 2 
Correlation 
          
Probability EDS GRIA SIZE AGE RISK 
LIQUIDI
TY 
PROFIT 
ABILITY 
MEDIA 
SCORE 
MEDIA 
NO 
RESID 
FE 
EDS 1.0000 
         
 
-----  
         
           GRIA  0.0553 1.0000
        
 
0.6496 -----  
        
           SIZE  0.8103 0.0351 1.0000
       
 
0.0000 0.7732 -----  
       
           AGE  0.7586 0.0597 0.8804 1.0000
      
 
0.0000 0.6237 0.0000 -----  
      
           RISK  0.3301 0.0065 0.2541 0.2746 1.0000
     
 
0.0053 0.9576 0.0338 0.0214 -----  
     
           LIQUIDITY  -0.2273 -0.0418 -0.1181 0.0664 -0.3690 1.0000
    
 
0.0585 0.7310 0.3302 0.5849 0.0017 -----  
    
           PROFIT 
ABILITY  -0.0315 -0.0064 -0.0115 -0.0792 -0.2585 0.0411 1.0000 
   
 
0.7955 0.9581 0.9245 0.5146 0.0307 0.7357 -----  
   
           MEDIA 
SCORE  0.6351 0.1254 0.6427 0.5877 0.1780 -0.0747 -0.0127 1.0000 
  
 
0.0000 0.3010 0.0000 0.0000 0.1403 0.5390 0.9171 -----  
  
           MEDIA 
NO  0.6077 -0.0800 0.5501 0.5468 0.1129 -0.0573 0.0424 0.2396 1.0000 
 
 
0.0000 0.5101 0.0000 0.0000 0.3520 0.6378 0.7273 0.0458 -----  
 
           RESIDFE  0.1545 0.1068 0.0084 0.0106 0.0681 -0.0417 -0.0691 0.0071 0.0021 1.0000
 
0.2017 0.3787 0.9449 0.9309 0.5753 0.7318 0.5698 0.9532 0.9860 -----  
          
 
After obtaining the two-stage least square, the results were the same as for the fixed effects model 
shown in Table 5-29. Therefore, the independent variables did not face an endogeneity problem and 
the results of the fixed effects panel data model were tested and confirmed. 
Table 5-29: The comparing panel data models of 14 building material sector companies between random effects 
model and Two-stage least square, Equation2 
  Fixed Effects Model   Fixed Effect Model 2SLS   
Variable Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     Coeff. t-Stat. Prob.     
    
  
  
   
  
C -4.3530 -1.4861 0.1438   -4.3530 -1.4861 0.1438   
GRIA -0.1316 -0.5610 0.5774   -0.1316 -0.5610 0.5774   
SIZE 0.0000 -0.4161 0.6792   0.0000 -0.4161 0.6792   
AGE 0.2813 3.2473 0.0021 * 0.2813 3.2473 0.0021 * 
RISK 0.1601 0.4680 0.6419   0.1601 0.4680 0.6419   
LIQUIDITY -0.0497 -0.4973 0.6213   -0.0497 -0.4973 0.6213   
PROFITABILITY -0.0230 -2.4103 0.0198 * -0.0230 -2.4103 0.0198 * 
MEDIASCORE 0.0841 0.1029 0.9184   0.0841 0.1029 0.9184   
MEDIANO 0.0381 0.6889 0.4942   0.0381 0.6889 0.4942   
        
  
  
  
Adjusted R-squared 0.9869 
  
  0.9869 
  
  
Durbin-Watson stat 2.1285 
  
  2.1285 
  
  
F-statistic 249.2091 
  
  249.2091 
  
  
Prob(F-statistic) 0.0000 *     0.0000 *     
Note: Significance at *p<0.05 
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5.5 Conclusion 
This study found an increasing trend of environmental disclosures, mostly consisting of data on 
emissions, effluents, and waste. The companies in the agricultural industry, industrials industry, and 
building material sector mostly disclosed their environmental information in annual reports by using 
the descriptive information style whereas the resources industry companies mostly disclosed the 
environmental information in sustainability reports by using the descriptive information with 
quantitative data. However, only 16.48% of the resource industry companies provided sustainability 
reports, and two thirds of these reports lacked verification by a third party.   
The effect of the Thai sustainability voluntary reporting guidelines was found to apply only to the 
agricultural industry. This finding may explain the legitimacy effect which is more prominent than 
signalling from the government for the other industries. Variables, conventionally found to be 
material in impacting environmental reporting such as age and profitability, were found to have a 
significant impact on environmental reporting including receiving positive or negative news media.  
Furthermore, the release of the guidelines demonstrates an attempt by regulators to introduce soft law 
governing companies’ license to operate. Social contract legitimacy expectations of communities and 
environmental activists continue to play a critical role in promoting greater transparency in relation to 
corporate environmental performance. The perceptions of environmental activists and their 
willingness to grant the license to operate based on the corporate disclosures and reporting in Thailand 
is presented in the next chapter.   
  
 129 
Chapter 6 :  
Civil society representatives shadow accounts/perspective analysis and 
findings 
6.1 Introduction 
The qualitative data analysis and results of this study are presented in this chapter. Semi-structured 
interviews with the representatives of civil society were undertaken. The analysis of this phase was 
done using thematic analysis with NVivo software. The following sections provide interview session 
information, interview data analysis including three themes of findings in relation to the civil society 
representatives’ shadow accounts perspective on corporate environmental information.  
 
6.2 Interview sessions 
The first set of interviews (four interviews) was conducted during November and December 2015 for 
interview question verification and pilot testing. The questions were modified to align them with the 
goal of the survey which was to understand the multiple aspects of NGO interaction with corporate 
environmental reporting and the related issues. The second set (15 interviews) was conducted between 
May and July 2016.  The 19 interviewees were environmental activists, academics, or from NGOs and 
provided rich, in-depth information. The interviews were conducted with a group of environmental 
activists, academics, and NGOs that are visible, and publicly outspoken on environmental issues 
and/or the impact of businesses on the environment. Consequently, the interview stage finished with 
19 interviewees and ended due to the saturation of data, that is, no new relevant information was seen 
to emerge in response to the interview questions (Bryman 2012). The snowballing technique was 
applied, whereby the participants suggest others who have experience and are active in the same area 
of interest relevant to the research (Bryman 2012). 
To control scope and avoid overlooking information, semi-structured questions were asked in the 
interviews. Subsequently, unstructured questions were asked for clarification,  understanding and to 
elicit new information (Scapens 2004). All interviews were conducted in the Thai language, the native 
language of the participants, and were audio-recorded which took around one to one and a half hours 
for each participant. Interview follow-up was done by e-mail or telephone to clarify unclear 
information where necessary. All audio-recorded interviews were transcribed in Thai to avoid 
misunderstandings of specific expressions and meanings during the data analysis process. Table 6-1 
shows the information regarding the interviewees as outlined in the methodology chapter. 
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Table 6-1:  Interview participants 
No. Date Approximate 
Time 
Designation of Participant Following 
or liked 
page on 
Facebook * 
as at 
17/10/16 
Friends on 
Facebook  
as at 
17/10/16 
1 12 Nov 15 1.15 hours An academic environmental activist 1,165 2,725 
2 29 Nov 15 1.20 hours A domestic NGO that is registered on the 
list of the Department of Environmental 
Quality Promotion (DEQP). 
6,598 4,841 
3 1 Dec 15 1 hours A domestic NGO that is registered on the 
list of the Department of Environmental 
Quality Promotion (DEQP). 
114,606 4,998 
4 1 Dec 15 1 hours An academic environmental activist 68,785 5,000 
5 17 May 16 2 hours An academic environmental activist 3,688 2,227 
6 21 May 16 50 mins A domestic NGO that is not registered on 
the list of the Department of 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
N/A 3,898 
7 22 May 16 1.30 hours A domestic NGO that is not registered on 
the list of the Department of 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP). 
11,292 N/A 
8 22 May 16 50 mins An academic environmental activist 615 3,821 
9 23 May 16 1.40 hours A international NGO in Thailand that is 
registered on the list of the Department of 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP) 
N/A 1,000 
10 2 Jun 16 1.05 hours An academic environmental activist N/A 1,465 
11 3 Jun 16 1.10 hours An international NGO in Thailand  5,355 N/A 
12 9 Jun 16 55 mins A domestic NGO that is registered on the 
list of the Department of Environmental 
Quality Promotion (DEQP), 
N/A 1,836 
13 10 Jun 16 52 mins A domestic NGO that is not registered on 
the list of the Department of 
28,008 N/A 
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No. Date Approximate 
Time 
Designation of Participant Following 
or liked 
page on 
Facebook * 
as at 
17/10/16 
Friends on 
Facebook  
as at 
17/10/16 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP), 
14 17 Jun 16 1.50 hours An international NGO in Thailand 267,494 N/A 
15 6 Jul 16 1.45 hours A domestic NGO that is not registered on 
the list of the Department of 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP), 
109 1,915 
16 7 Jul 16 1.10 hours A domestic NGO that is not registered on 
the list of the Department of 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP), 
6,623 N/A 
17 8 Jul 16 1.44 hours A domestic NGO that is not registered on 
the list of the Department of 
Environmental Quality Promotion 
(DEQP), 
5,092 N/A 
18 20 Jul 16 1.18 hours An academic environmental activist 6,682 N/A 
19 21 Jul 16 1.11 hours An academic environmental activist 82,787 N/A 
* Facebook information is provided to demonstrate the social media audience of each interviewee as 
the main theme of public information sharing purposes by the civil society members on social media.  
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Interviewee information 
6.2.1 Interviewees activities area 
The nineteen interviewees’ work is related to sea and marine protection (Interviewees 1, 4, 13, 14, 
18), as environmental lawyers (Interviewees 2, 17), forest and wildlife animal protection 
(Interviewees 3, 9, 11, 14), related to Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) and Environmental 
Health Impact Assessments (EHIA) (Interviewees 5, 15), analysis of coal power plants impacts on the 
environment (Interviewees 5, 6, 7, 8), in relation to the impact of industry pollution and chemicals 
(Interviewees 5, 8, 10, 16), renewable energy and energy policy (Interviewee 15), resources efficiency 
and eco-friendly operations (Interviewee 12), disaster management (Interviewee 18), and 
sustainability business (Interviewee 19). 
6.2.2 Funding for interviewees activities 
NGO funding is mostly derived from government agencies, or organisations under government 
control, such as the Thai Health Promotion Foundation, the National Health Commission Office of 
Thailand, and the Community Organizations Development Institute (Interviewees 1, 2, 5, 6, 10, 13, 
16). Other sources include  local government (Interviewee 8), donations (Interviewees 3, 9, 14), 
villager’s donations (Interviewee 2), research grants (Interviewees 2, 5, 18, 19), international funding 
groups such as funds from the European Union, the United Nations and the United States of America 
(Interviewees 1, 6, 9, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19), their own money (Interviewees 4, 9, 18), selling the NGOs 
products (Interviewees 4, 12, 13), and from private companies (Interviewees 1, 3, 10, 11) which 
emphasised as a potential cause of conflict-of-interest issues. However, the NGOs who identified as 
receiving corporate funding emphasised that their working rules such as the freedom to criticise and 
give opinions and recommendations were upheld (Interviewees 3, 11). Meanwhile, some NGOs did 
not use private companies’ funds for undertaking CSR activities for those companies (Interviewees 
13, 15, 16) and some refused to obtain funding from private companies in order to avoid a conflict of 
interests (Interviewees 2, 5, 13, 14, 16, 17). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6-1: Summary of interviewees’ information 
NGOs work mostly 
related to: 
• Sea and marine 
protection 
• Forest and 
wildlife animal 
protection 
• In relation to the 
impact of 
industry pollution 
and chemicals 
on the 
environment.  
NGOs funding mostly derived from: 
• Government units or organisations under the 
government 
• Donations 
• Research grants 
• International funding groups 
• Private companies which may cause a conflict of 
interest issue. 
Relationship between NGOs and companies: 
• Collaboration  
• Neutral 
• Opposition  
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6.3 Interview data analysis  
This section seeks to answer the second research question, What are the external stakeholders’ (civil 
society such as NGOs and academic environmental activists) expectations in relation to companies’ 
environmental performance and disclosures? 
 What are the stakeholders’ (civil society) opinions in relation to the company disclosures?  
 Do the company disclosures meet those stakeholders’ (civil society) expectations?  
 
Some significant environmental events (as covered in government news releases and/or media 
releases) are summarised below for better understanding. These cases were mentioned by one or more 
interviewees. 
Case 1: Koh Samet oil spill, which occurred on 27 July 2013: A crude oil spill near Prao Bay, Samet 
Island in Rayong Province. It was reported that the spill involved more than 50 litres of crude oil 
(Sithisarankul & Intawong 2015). This was the third largest oil spill in the country and was caused by 
PTT Global Chemical Plc., the subsidiary company of the largest state-owned oil company (PTT 
Plc.). Military units were required to conduct the clean-up operations (Fuller 2013). The company had 
to heavily spray the oil dispersant, and critical discussions were undertaken about the amount of crude 
oil spilled. Concerns were raised about the effect of the dispersant and crude oil on the environment, 
marine life and residents’ health (Hume & Olarn 2013). More than 2,000 participants were involved 
in cleaning up the oil spill and they experienced health issue symptoms, mostly pulmonary. Their 
work involved digging and collecting contaminated soil or sand and collecting the spilled oil 
(Sithisarankul & Intawong 2015). The government does not take legal action (sue) if the results of an 
investigation show that it was an accident and if the company agrees to pay for the damages 
(Mahitthirook & Wipatayotin 2013).  
Case 2: Map Ta Phut industrial estate: in 2010, the Map Ta Phut industrial estate in Rayong Province 
was under public scrutiny over the impact the company was having on the environment, and investors 
began to pay more serious attention to their investment (TMBbank 2010). The companies in the Map 
Ta Phut industrial estate faced legal barriers because the Supreme Administrative Court ruled that 
some of the industry projects had to be stopped and required a review of their environmental impact 
assessments (EIA) including the subsidiary company of PTT Plc. and Siam Cement Group (SCC) Plc. 
(BangkokPost 2010). This case was pursued by Map Ta Phut villages and the Stop Global Warming 
Association against eight government agencies in June 2009 (BangkokPost 2010). However, this 
environmental impact issue may have affected the Thai economy as Map Ta Phut industrial estate (58 
companies (MapTaPhutIndustrialEstate 2015)) was the second largest source of GDP contribution in 
Thailand in 2009 (about 43%) (TMBbank 2010). 
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Case 3: Agricultural corn case: a corn plantation for the animal-feed industry caused the smog in the 
north of Thailand and was linked to deforestation and unsustainable contract farming (Rujivanarom 
2015). The news did not refer to a specific company. However, interviewee number 3 mentioned a 
large agriculture company, which is Asia’s largest agriculture and aquaculture company, was the main 
contributor to the pollution and the NGO was unable to convince the company that the corn plantation 
caused the pollution.   
Case 4: HuaHin Oil slick: the national newspaper, Rujivanarom and Hongsakul (2015), reported that 
on the evening of 27 October 2015, an oil slick washed ashore along a 10-kilometre stretch of the Hua 
Hin Beach, Prachuap Khiri Khan Province. Over 500 officials, members of the public and naval 
officers worked to clean up the beach. However, the source of the oil slick remains unknown.  
Case 5: Chumphon Oil slick: from the national newspaper, TheNation (2015). On the evening of 30 
November 2015, 100 kilometres of a beach in Lang Suan District, Chumphon Province was covered 
with crude oil. The sub-district administration filed a police complaint against those behind the oil 
spill although it is still unknown.  
Case 6: Thaicanned tuna manufacturing case: Greenpeace Southeast Asia called on the company, the 
world’s largest canned tuna manufacturer, to stop human right abuses in the tuna supply chain 
(Wipatayotin 2015). 
Case 7: Pai Pai Island, from the national newspaper, the BangkokPost (2015). The Phi Phi islands 
receive more than 1.4 million tourists a year, and during high season, can be more than 5,000 tourists 
a day. This creates 10 tonnes of rubbish a day. A marine biology expert expressed concerns about the 
situation such as the resulting coral reef damage, which is mainly caused by the anchors of tourist 
boats and tourists stepping on the coral while snorkelling. 
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The interview data analysis was divided into three main topics to answer the second research question 
and the research sub-questions: current companies’ environmental information disclosures in Thailand 
according to NGOs perspectives, shadow accounts, media used, and unmet needs, and expectations, 
issues and recommendations addressed by interviewees as shown in Figure 6-2. 
RQ2: What are the external stakeholders’ expectations in relation to companies’ environmental performance and disclosures? 
6.3.2 shadow accounts, media used, 
and unmet needs.
The external stakeholders’ 
expectations in relation to 
companies’ environmental 
performance and disclosures 
6.3.1 Current companies’ 
environmental information 
disclosures in Thailand according to 
NGOs perspectives
6.3.1.3 Why companies disclose 
the environmental information  
from NGOs perspectives?
6.3.1.3.1 Companies’ 
responsibilities to community
6.3.1.3.2 Companies’ 
responsibilities to 
government
6.3.1.3.3 Companies’ 
responsibilities to customers
6.3.1.3.4 Companies’ 
responsibilities to investors 
and stockholders
6.3.1.3.5 Companies’ 
responsibilities to themselves
6.3.1.1 What do companies 
disclose from the NGOs’ 
perspectives?
6.3.3.1 Reliability, trust issues, 
and recommendations
6.3.3.2 Lack of usefulness issue 
and recommendations
6.3.1.2 Quality aspects of 
companies’ disclosures from 
NGOs perspectives
6.3.1.4 The effect of the Thai 
Sustainability reporting 
guidelines in 2012
6.3.3 Expectations, issues and 
recommendations addressed by 
interviewees
6.3.2.1 Consideration of Shadow 
accounts by NGOs and media 
used
6.3.2.1.1 Sources of shadow 
accounts
6.3.2.1.2 What NGOs  
disclose shadow accounts?
6.3.2.1.6 NGOs limitation and 
bias
6.3.2.1.4 Influence of NGOs 
though media
6.3.2.1.5 Media limitation 
and bias
6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose 
shadow accounts?
6.3.2.2 Not meet the NGOs 
requirements and 
recommendations
Sub RQ: What are the stakeholders’ 
opinions in relation to companies 
disclosures?
Sub RQ: Do the company disclosures 
meet those stakeholder’ 
expectaions?
6.3.1.5 The relationship between 
companies and other 
stakeholders from NGOs 
perspectives  
 
Figure 6-2: Interview data analysis 
Discussion of themes through the lens of media agenda setting theory, legitimacy theory and 
stakeholder theory follows in Chapter 7: the discussion chapter.  
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6.3.1 Current companies’ environmental information disclosures in Thailand, 
according to NGOs perspectives  
6.3.1.1 What do companies disclose from the NGOs’ perspectives?  
The companies report on environmental and CSR activities (Interviewees 1, 3, 10), mostly for 
public relations (Interviewee 5) rather than to solve environmental problems caused by their 
operations (Interviewee 1). They may report on how much they spend on environmental activities 
and support the communities (Interviewee 1).  The information is quite plain and not sufficient for 
monitoring objectively (Interviewees 1, 17), and is quite broad, not in enough detail (Interviewees 
10, 17) and just to inform. They may show true, partial information (Interviewees 10, 14).  
Moreover, the information may mislead the audience and may be selective, such as reporting on 
how they return to the environment but not discuss what they have destroyed (Interviewees 8, 13, 
14). Thai companies that are listed on the DJSI have good reports, but the reality is another story 
(Interviewee 14). In addition, there are great differences between the environmental reporting of 
the global parent company and that of subsidiary companies in Thailand because there are 
regulations to force them to report (Interviewee 16) 
Furthermore, the use of companies’ annual and sustainability reports is questioned. Most of the 
participants do not use those companies’ reports as a source of the shadow accounts (please see 
section 6.3.2.1.1 on Sources of shadow accounts). Some rarely use those reports (Interviewees 8, 
15, 16, 17). Some will read them if they are interested (Interviewee 5), some have not read the 
sustainability reports but have read some annual reports (Interviewee 6).  Some use them just for 
the company’s general information such as management vision (Interviewee 5), company and 
related company ownership structure (Interviewees 6, 17), financial information (Interviewees 2, 
13), and environmental activities (Interviewee 13). Whenever the environmental disclosures are 
not based on the environmental damages caused, accountability or responsibility, they are 
worthless reports (Interviewees 8, 16). They report every year, but the problems still occur 
(Interviewee 16). Moreover, there are doubts about the quality of the data with issues of one 
sided, selective or only positive information presented (Interviewees 16, 17). Additionally, there 
was a misunderstanding of some participants that the use of the annual and sustainability reports 
is only for investors (Interviewees 1, 6, 16).  
However, some participants agreed that the companies’ environmental reports were better than no 
report (Interviewees 1, 4, 17). This allows cross-checking of some relevant companies’ 
information such as company lawsuits information in the reports (Interviewee 17). Furthermore, if 
they reported as much detail as possible, this demonstrated that their objective was to be 
transparent to the public and to fulfil the social contract (Interviewee 2).  
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The companies report on their activities, such as CSR activities, even if some of them are old-
fashioned activities such as growing trees and community public relations (Interviewee 3) with 
activities based that the company was not concerned about the results afterwards (Interviewee 11). 
The activities should aim to solve the issues the company’s activities cause (Interviewee 17). 
Some feel they performed CSR just for a good image which does not solve the problems that 
come from their operations (Interviewees 7, 10, 11, 16, 18). They spent a lot on advertising, social 
or environmental activities, and philanthropic activities (Interviewees 6, 9), which should not be 
considered CSR, with the objective of reducing public pressure (Interviewees 7, 13) and returning 
to business as usual (Interviewees 6, 16). It would be better if they solved the environmental 
problems caused by the company (Interviewee 6). However, some companies did actually 
undertake CSR in-process activities which is better than others (Interviewee 5).  
“I think it [corporate environmental disclosures] will be useful. Hang on, the environmental 
information? The stock exchange will relate to investments. The companies will tell the good 
things. They will talk about what activities that company does, how much they spend on, and 
talk about supporting society activities. They just provide general information about their 
CSR activities which are not significantly related to the monitoring objective. It seems to be 
for public relations, more than to solve the environmental problems from their business. 
Actually, they have another set of information that is about environmental effecting 
assessment, studying, and monitoring. That information is on EIA (environmental impact 
assessment) reports.” (Interviewee 1) 
“I have heard about the sustainability reports but have not read them. I have read Chevron’s 
annual report, and I think it is one sided information and mostly, reports on general company 
information such as income, stockholders, vision, management structure, future plans, and 
CSR activities. I have not seen anything about the business operations that affected the 
environment or locals. It seems like it is for the investors.” (Interviewee 6) 
“We cannot use the company’s information; they report every year, but the environmental 
problems from their operations still occur. The provided information does not lead to 
problem-solving. They just do CSR and report them for good image, prizes and awards, 
business advantages and to seem outstanding for investors and have not seen the negative 
company information. We rarely use those reports. In addition, there is so much difference in 
the environmental reporting of the global parent company and a subsidiary company in 
Thailand because we do not have the regulations to force them to report.” The underlined 
interview comment also relates to topic 6.3.1.3.4 Responsibilities to investors and 
stockholders. (Interviewee 16) 
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“When the companies disclose, we can say it still useful. We can cross check them with some 
relevant law cases points. We rarely use them ourselves, we do not rely on that information 
which is mostly positive and do not know much about what they disclose but if the 
government information is required by law we have known. The company information is 
quite broad, related to company investment and ownership structure, and not sufficient to 
monitor objectives. Actually, the companies should undertake CSR in process operation 
problems solving”. (Interviewee 17) 
 
6.3.1.2 Quality aspects of companies’ disclosures from NGOs perspectives 
When looking through the GRI quality aspects, the participants expressed concern about the 
quality of the reports. For example, in relation to the positive bias (Interviewees 1, 2, 4, 7, 10,) 
and the reports being too broad (Interviewees 2, 10) (please see section 6.3.1.1 on what do 
companies disclose from NGOs’ perspectives?). Furthermore, the interviewees stated that the 
companies may not lie, the disclosing information may be true, but they may report selective and 
partially true information (Interviewees 3, 4, 9, 10, 14, 16, 19). The companies may not report 
information that will destroy their image (Interviewees 1, 2, 6) or maybe just disclose information 
in a small amount (Interviewees 1, 7, 11). Moreover, they may be selecting only the information 
that they want the reader to know (Interviewee 12). For example, they may only show some 
subsidiary companies and avoid others for misleading purposes and to not show too much damage 
to the environment (Interviewee 14) and select the favourable information to report such as CSR 
activities (Interviewee 7). In addition, they may talk about the environmental damages in a way 
that demonstrates that they have already controlled and managed the problems (Interviewee 2).  
Therefore, the reader may not know the companies’ overall environmental impacts (Interviewees 
12, 14). In Thailand, the tendency of companies to disclose for their benefit, with biased and 
selective information, may be because of the voluntary-based environmental reporting system 
(Interviewees 14, 19), unknown report users and materiality of information (Interviewee 19). 
In relation to the comparability aspect, companies may disclose year-by-year (Interviewees 2, 6, 
11). However, they may provide benchmarking with standard information (Interviewees 2, 19). 
Furthermore, they may show comparable information for some selective information only 
(Interviewee 10).  
In relation to the accuracy aspect, they may not show how the calculations were done in detail, 
making hard to both cross-check (Interviewee 19) and understand the meaning (Interviewee 16). 
The estimated information should be audited even if it is hard to rely on (Interviewees 2, 11). 
They should have a third party to check and evaluate the reports, and not be assessed by 
themselves for transparency purposes (Interviewee 14). Some information on their website, in the 
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news and in company reports is not the same as that disclosed in other sources, and sometimes 
there are no references, and no one checks them (Interviewee 15). 
The companies’ data may not be released in a timely manner, the environmental information this 
year will be reported next year (Interviewee 2). However, when the companies had an accident 
that related to environmental impacts, the governmental agencies were expected to be faster than 
the companies in releasing information because of duty (Interviewee 1).  
In relation to the clarity aspect, the companies use graphics to describe and make the information 
easier to understand (Interviewee 14). They may write a good report that is easy to understand but 
has not enough depth and is not complete (Interviewee 10). Some information is easy to 
understand, but some is not such as the scientific emissions information (Interviewee 19) and the 
meaning of the scientific standards (Interviewee 16). However, the participants prefer to use 
scientific information or raw data more than the summary information from the companies’ 
reports (Interviewees 1, 3). Furthermore, when they make it simple and easy to understand, it may 
mislead, or the meaning may be changed (Interviewees 1, 3, 12). In addition, even if it looks easy 
to understand, the environmental information in EIA or annual report are hard to understand by 
the villages because of the technical terms and needs the professional to read them (Interviewees 
2, 3, 11).  
Consequently, issues with report quality will lead to reliability and trust issues. The truth or lies 
will not be known until the audit. For the reliability aspect, some NGOs have the mindset that 
they do not easily rely on companies’ information (Interviewees 2, 16), some rely on just 50% 
(Interviewee 13) because of the lack of an audit process (Interviewee 6). Thailand lacks follow up 
and monitoring from audit and government control entities (Interviewee 7). It also does not have 
any audit processes or auditors for sustainability or environmental reports even though SET 
encourages the companies to report them, but SET is not the auditor (Interviewee 12). However, 
some NGOs think that the listed companies’ information is quite reliable because they have rules 
and regulations to control and monitor them (Interviewees 4, 14) and it will be under legal effects 
(Interviewee 19), but when it comes to the environmental actions and performances that the 
companies not report, NGOs question the quality of the whole report (Interviewees 10, 14). 
Furthermore, it would be preferable for there to be enforcement of truthfulness for the disclosures, 
as it would make companies responsible for the information disclosed and make the reports more 
reliable (Interviewee 17). As a result, some participants tend to use EIA reports and government 
monitoring such as the Control Pollution Department reports which do have a verification 
mechanism. 
“[In the Samet Case, the amount of oil spill and the level of pollution] the company may 
calculate it. Nevertheless, the amount of oil spill reported from the news media is quite 
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different. The more companies present easily, the more they distort the information. They 
present in the easy understanding way with the sum-up information that the companies want 
us to know. The company information will be absolutely slow. [For reliability], we do not 
know what the truth or lie is but the inspection unit needs to audit. Other organisations that do 
not have inspection duty need to rely on that information. Sometimes, we have to trust the 
government inspection unit. If we do not trust that system, we have to fix the inspection 
units.” The underlined interview comment also relates to topic 6.3.2.2 Not meet the NGOs 
requirements and recommendations. (Interviewee 1) 
“However, when the company includes the environmental information in their reports, we 
still face the environmental issues caused by them such as draining wastewater into the river 
affecting the local community. I think companies’ information is positively biased. I think the 
companies’ reports are quite OK. Maybe going into more detail, will be good. However, 
mostly, they may not report some information that will destroy their image or just talk about 
that information in a small amount and not go into detail. Furthermore, the companies report 
environmental information year by year, not compared. Moreover, even though they use plain 
language, I think it is still hard to understand for the villagers. Also, the companies report 
quite late. Current year information will report in the next year.”  (Interviewee 2) 
“The companies’ data that they disclose is not in depth and is too broad. It is CSR 
information. They may not speak out 100% of their caused environmental problems. They 
may say some truth. They may select some info that they want to show the report and may 
just undertake greenwashing and just comply with the law. If they disclose all, it may cause 
them problems. Mostly, they report with positive bias and may report when they have success 
in solving the environmental problems. Their report is easy to understand but not in depth and 
not complete. The selected presented information may be truthful but not sufficient for 
solving problems.” (Interviewee 10) 
“It is OK when they disclose environmental information, but it does not represent the overall 
picture of companies’ environmental impacts. They may not include some subsidiary 
companies or overseas companies in the report which may mislead and not show too much 
damage to the environment. They should have the third party to check and evaluate the 
estimates information, not assess by themselves for the transparency objective. The company 
starts to use graphics to describe and make it easy for the reader to understand. However, 
when the report is voluntary, they can select information to present for their benefits and that 
is positive. The listed companies disclosing information is quite reliable, but they are still not 
reporting the whole story of the environmental actions and performances, we do not know and 
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question that. Thai companies that are listed on DJSI have good reports, but the reality is 
another story.” (Interviewee 14) 
“The companies may disclose selective information which they think it is significant. They 
provide benchmarking with standard information, but if they do not show how to calculate in 
detail, it is hard to cross check. Some scientific info such as chemical emission information is 
not easy to understand if they do not explain. The listed companies disclosing information is 
quite reliable because they have rules and regulations and it will have a legal effect. They may 
not lie but may explain in a softer way. The problem is sustainability report, we do not know 
the user, and it is voluntary based and not audited.” (Interviewee 19) 
6.3.1.3 Why companies disclose the environmental information from NGOs perspectives?  
From the NGOs’ perspective, companies disclose their environmental information for two 
purposes. First, is for the benefits and advantages to the business. The companies anticipate 
benefits in the future if they disclose such as for their image, reputation, and trustfulness including 
demonstrating transparency and good corporate governance to stakeholders. Second, they disclose 
because of stakeholder pressure. The environmental information is not only in the annual or 
sustainability reports but is also included in the other environmental information reports, in 
general, such as the EIA website and in the media. 
There are five main groups that influence companies’ accountability and responsibility to disclose 
their environmental information, namely the community, the government, their customers, 
investors and stockholders, and companies themselves.  
Furthermore, stakeholders such as international customers, bankers, and investors, may have a 
strong influence on Thai companies (Interviewees 14, 17, 19). As a result, the motivation for 
companies’ disclosures may not come from local stakeholder requirements (Interviewee 19). 
6.3.1.3.1 Responsibility to community  
The interviewees felt that the companies’ responsibilities to the community were: to be good 
citizens (Interviewee 12), to build image and reputation (Interviewee 11), to gain trust from 
locals (Interviewee 2), and as a prevention policy for possible problems from society 
pressures (Interviewee 15). Companies undertake many social and environmental activities 
and report them. Their activities aim to build a good relationship with the communities 
surrounding the factories to reduce their resistance, to generally build their image and 
reputation and to be community approved (Interviewee 1). The local communities hold power 
as they may blockade or put other pressures on the companies (Interviewee 4).  To attain good 
community support, companies provide and fulfil the local needs. For example, they may 
sponsor local activities, give away things, undertake philanthropy, donate to charity, provide 
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mobile medical unit services or similar, as locals request. The activities undertaken depend on 
the individual community. When a community receives some sponsorship from companies, 
they may feel afraid of offending those companies (Interviewees 5, 8).  
“I think they want to build the trust, image, and reputation by using public relations 
techniques. This will be the top priority. They will show to the public information that 
shows companies already monitor and control not over the standards.  They advertised 
and told everyone about their activities. I think, sometimes, it is too much express. If they 
want community acceptance, they need to be frank. Their activities mostly are 
philanthropy, donations to charity, and mobile medical unit services.” (Interviewee 2) 
“They have to consider communities. In Thailand, the government stays still, the private 
companies face the communities. Then the companies have to flounder, fight by 
themselves and need to know how to negotiate with the communities.  Some communities 
need money, some like sport, some want to know the truth, some need jobs, and some 
want the areas to be safe and clean. Therefore, it depends on the individual community. 
The companies will give as much as they can to make the communities happy. It seems 
like the companies’ investments are for the positive public image.” (Interviewee 4) 
“When our locals got some support from companies, they feel afraid of offending the 
companies and losing the support. Companies have known this locals’ weakness point.” 
(Interviewee 5)    
“Companies may use proactive strategies to build a good image and reputation before the 
bad news, in relation to environmental damages from business operations, occurs.  If the 
bad news comes, they still have a good image to balance and not be seen as too bad.” 
(Interviewee 15). 
6.3.1.3.2 Responsibility to government 
In relation to their responsibilities to the government or regulators, companies have to follow 
the rules of different organisations such as the Stock Exchange of Thailand, EIA rules, and 
ISO standards (Interviewees 1, 3, 6, 10). For example, a safety or environmental issue needs 
to be reported, and accident records need to be kept (Interviewee 1). Furthermore, the 
companies listed on the stock exchange of Thailand (SET), may have to conduct reporting 
even through it is voluntary (Interviewee 15). In Thailand, companies do not appear to feel 
guilty about the environmentally damaging operations (Interviewee 6). As a result, when 
there is much social pressure, the government has to issue some regulations to force 
companies to improve, but they may follow regulations at a minimal level (Interviewee 6). 
Furthermore, Thai companies that are listed on the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) are 
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required to disclose environmental information following the GRI framework (Interviewee 
11). However, the companies still have problems because there are no specific government 
rules, as in the Map Ta Phut case (Interviewee 2). 
“They [the companies] have a duty to take care and monitor the environmental effects 
that come from their operation, for example, safety standards in relation to EIA and ISO 
standards. A safety and environment topic needs to be reported. It is a common thing for 
the companies to have concern surrounding environment and staff’s health and wellbeing. 
All factories will keep staff accident records as ISO requirements.” (Interviewee 1) 
“With regard to regulation, the companies would like to know the exact rules, they are 
willing to follow them as in Map Ta Phut case. Because of the period of changing rules in 
the constitution and lack of specific practices, the companies do not know what they have 
to do.” This interview comment also relates to topic 6.3.3.2 Not meet the NGOs 
requirement and recommendations. (Interviewee 2) 
“Many Thai companies try to rise to global standards such as those listed on the DJSI and 
they have to undertake sustainability reporting following the GRI framework as a 
requirement.” (Interviewee 11) 
“Large companies may be looking at global trends and even through the SET launched 
the voluntary environmental reporting framework, the companies will chose to disclose a 
suitable amount that shows the good image.” (Interviewee 15) 
6.3.1.3.3 Responsibility to customers 
Another reason companies disclose environmental information is because of pressure from 
customers, especially international customers who are concerned about social and 
environmental issues (Interviewees 13, 14, 19). This occurs particularly with companies 
within the agricultural industry (Interviewee 19) who face pressure about ISO and the origin 
of product materials. Companies are concerned about boycotts of their products if the 
companies do not meet ISO conditions (Interviewee 1).  
“The customer will check companies’ environmental ISO compliance. ISO practices 
relate to export standards. Some in Europe are concerned about human rights. For 
example, for canned fish they will check the origin of the fish otherwise they will not 
import fish from Thai companies.” (Interviewee 1) 
“The world has changed, they [society] are more concerned about social and 
environmental issues. Large companies care about their image and are concerned about 
customers boycotting or rejecting their products.” (Interviewee 13) 
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“Sustainability reports in Thailand may come from the global trend and companies may 
want to meet the global standard. Especially in the agriculture business, there is the global 
customers’ pressure about the sustainability business. Thai companies’ reporting may not 
come from the local stakeholders’ requirements, which are not the same as GRI in the 
US. We may not find the real report users and still have the gap between providers and 
users.” (Interviewee 19) 
6.3.1.3.4 Responsibility to investors and stockholders 
Generally, investors do not want to invest in a company that hides environmental information 
or issues (Interviewee 4). Therefore, it is vital they communicate and report to the 
stockholders and investors (Interviewees 2, 12). Companies may build image and reputation 
by showing transparency and good corporate governance making them attractive to investors 
(Interviewees 4, 15, 16, 17). The companies are not only concerned about domestic investors, 
but they are also concerned about international investors. In Thailand, domestic investors are 
not a strong influence (Interviewee 14). They follow the global sustainability trends and may 
try to be listed on the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) for a competitive advantage 
(Interviewees 15, 19).  
“Public listed companies have to disclose to investors. When they have to report 
environmental information to those groups, we can access the information as investors 
can.” (Interviewee 2) 
“They need to report because it will relate to the investors. I think most of the investors 
do not want to invest in the companies that hide environmental information or issues. The 
companies disclose because they want to be transparent, have corporate governance, and 
look good as corporate citizens for the brokers. They will get a good corporate 
governance score.”  (Interviewee 4) 
“They want to communicate to their stockholders. However, in Thailand, the stockholders 
may not have much power. In the case of Thai canned tuna manufacturing company, the 
pressures mostly come from global issues, Illegal Unreported and Unregulated Fishing 
(IUU) and global NGOs like Greenpeace. The company want to show responsibility and 
tell the European Union customers about the company solving the problem.” (Interviewee 
14) 
“Most companies’ reports have a promotional objective and to build a good image to 
stand out to investors.” (Interviewee 16) 
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6.3.1.3.5 Responsibility to themselves 
Finally, companies protect themselves against reactions to bad news which affects their 
stakeholders, particularly investors (Interviewee 18). They may increase the level of 
communication to explain environmental issues and the solutions. They may undertake more 
CSR activities and report them to overshadow the negative image (Interviewees 6, 10). 
However, they may not disclose more environmental information because Thailand does not 
have the regulations to force them to do so (Interviewee 8) or they may just wait for the media 
attention to pass (Interviewee 19)  
When companies face bad news in the media and public attention, they may have to do 
something. For example, they may communicate and collaborate more with the locals in 
problem areas or respond to the locals’ requests (Interviewee 2). They may communicate and 
try to describe more information about the way to manage the environmental incident 
(Interviewee 1), publish encouraging information to make public believe that the companies 
do good things (Interviewees 5, 6, 10, 11, 13). Alternatively, they may counter-sue the locals 
who have blamed the companies (Interviewee 2). They also black out the news (Interviewees 
7, 14) or control company damage (Interviewee 19). In some cases, they may reject and 
discredit the results of a study to avoid possible accountability (Interviewee 8). 
In a case of the locals blaming a company, where the public do know which company has 
done it, the company may reject or defend the news, hoping to avoid the possible 
responsibility and liability (Interviewees 10, 14, 15) or suggest it is not a serious mistake 
(Interviewee 12). They may state they are still good citizens and contribute many other good 
things to the society (Interviewee 12). When clear evidence is published, the company may 
keep silent or gradually become open to talk about the event and discuss solutions 
(Interviewee 14). 
In some cases that are not in the news but for which NGOs have rich, reliable information, 
they may accept that and resolve the problem undercover, and after it has been successfully 
resolved, they will launch the news (Interviewee 10). Some cases depend on the 
management’s vision. When they are in the news, they may accept and take action to solve 
the problem directly or try to block the news; this depends on the power of the company 
(Interviewee 14). 
“[Regarding the companies’ reaction to the bad news], I think they may increase the level 
of communication to explain the way to solve the problems.” (Interviewee 1) 
“I think if they have bad news, they will do something. However, it might not be related 
to the companies’ disclosures. For example, they may be careful about their activities. 
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They may work with local communities more than before, set the team to communicate 
and meet the local requirements. However, in a  negative reaction, they may sue the 
villagers or the communities.” (Interviewee 2) 
“If the company has problems, they might black out the news. Actually, the companies do 
not want the accidents to happen.” (Interviewee 3) 
“Reaction to bad news, they may not increase disclosing environmental information, but 
they may undertake more CSR activities. They try to build image and spend more on 
advertisements and philanthropy activities. They do not try to solve the environmental 
problems from their operations. If they solve environmental problems, it will be better 
than promoting CSR activities but business as usual.” (Interviewee 6) 
With all of these reasons, the environmental disclosures are explained by stakeholder theory 
and legitimacy theory. According to stakeholder theory, the companies are concerned about 
the power of stakeholders which includes local communities, government or regulators, 
customers, shareholders and investors. According to legitimacy theory, companies are 
concerned about their image, the local contracts and licence to operate, and the pressure from 
communities. They will provide and fulfil the communication needs to decrease the resistance 
from the local communities against the companies. 
6.3.1.4 The effect of the Thai Sustainability reporting guidelines in 2012  
The participants believed that the launch of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines in 2012 
may have produced an increase in the environmental disclosures (Interviewees 3, 6, 11, 14, 15). 
When analysed in detail, it was found that there was a perception that the quantity of the 
environmental disclosures was positively influenced although some participants thought the 
quality of reporting may not have increased, especially if auditing mechanisms were not in place 
(Interviewees 6, 11). The increase in reporting may also have been affected by other factors such 
as the global trends of good image and reputation regarding environmental and sustainability 
concerns (Interviewees 4, 7, 11, 15).  
However, some participants thought that those guidelines had no effect or just a small effect on 
the companies’ environmental information reporting, if they are voluntary (Interviewees 1, 7, 10, 
16) or they just reported their CSR as usual (Interviewee 10) except for the large companies that 
reported for the sake of their good image (Interviewees 1, 7, 16). Furthermore, the guidelines may 
be unknown to the public as the SET may not be promoted enough (Interviewees 2, 17). 
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“I think they may disclose more than before, but the quality may not be affected if they still 
have the same system which has no increased monitoring or audit mechanisms.” (Interviewee 
6) 
“If it is voluntary, I think it may not be affected. Some large companies just disclose for the 
good image. They may not care about the guidelines.” (Interviewee 7) 
6.3.1.5 The relationship between companies and other stakeholders from NGOs perspectives  
Relationships between NGOs and companies 
The relationship between NGOs and companies can be three different types:  (1) no opposition, 
and collaborating with the companies (Interviewees 1, 3, 12, 19), (2) neutral (Interviewees 7, 9, 
10, 15), and (3) in opposition (Interviewees 6, 13,). Sometimes NGOs believe that they are not in 
opposition but the company may perceive that they are (Interviewee 18). NGO relationships may 
change depending on the specific case/ arrangement/ approach towards the company 
(Interviewees 2, 5, 9, 16) and some do not care about the relationship (Interviewee 4). However, 
most of them agreed that they are able to work with companies and the Thai government to solve 
environmental issues. 
Relationship between companies and other stakeholders  
According to the interviewees, the government should represent the community in promoting 
environmental concerns.  However, the government fails in this duty at times. The community 
seeks help from NGOs to be their representative instead and the NGO may receive funds from the 
community. The NGOs work for the community to argue, express their views, present shadow 
accounts, or even sue the companies and government by using the media as channels to the 
public. NGOs and media can be called a network because they share information with each other. 
NGOs utilise not only traditional media but they also use digital media such as Facebook to gain 
public attention. However, NGOs still have problems of conflict of interest and bias because some 
of them receive funding to support the companies’ CSR activities. The media may also have bias 
problems. The media sometimes presents the information against and sometimes as an agent for 
the companies and the government. The government sometimes allows the investment factor to 
take priority and relaxes some environmentally significant rules. However, when there is 
significant public attention, the government does use their enforcement mechanisms. The 
companies find a way to continue their business and re-establish a good relationship with the 
community by providing benefits to all the stakeholders. For example, responding to 
communities’ requirements, or funding NGOs and the media. Regarding the interview 
information, the relationship between the companies and other stakeholders can be depicted as in 
Figure 6-3.   
  
 148 
Media NGO
Government
Community
Company
Critical engagements
Environmental 
news sources
Support and critical engagement
 Funding
Critical engagements 
and sues
funding
funding
Attains legitimacy, causes 
environmental damage
sues
Expected 
representation 
from
Funding
Critical engagements and sues
Channels and 
networks
encourage to 
investment
Mixed/relaxed
enforcement
Representative
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6-3: The relationship between companies and other stakeholders 
 
 
6.3.2 Shadow accounts, media used, and unmet needs 
According to the NGOs, the issues associated with companies’ environmental reporting have led 
to the appearance of shadow accounts which criticise the information provided by those 
companies. Sources of shadow accounts emphasise the uselessness of company reports as they do 
not provide sufficient information for the NGOs.   
6.3.2.1 Consideration of Shadow accounts by NGOs and media used 
This section shows how the NGOs produce shadow information, the sources of information that 
they use, how they prefer to distribute and release the information, the types of influences of 
NGOs and media, and the limitation and bias of media and NGOs.  
6.3.2.1.1 Sources of shadow accounts  
The NGOs provide shadow accounts by using many sources of information. They used 
satellite pictures (Interviewees 1, 4, 18), Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) reports 
(Interviewees 2, 5, 7, 15, 16, 17), government archive databases (Interviewees 2, 3, 8, 13, 15, 
16), local community information or fieldwork study (Interviewees 2, 5, 13, 14, 15, 19), local 
and international academic information and research (Interviewees 2, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 14), 
information from the environmental NGOs network (Interviewees 3, 4, 6, 13), and company 
websites or reports (Interviewees 6, 16, 17) 
Most of the interviewees use EIA reports as one of the information sources for their shadow 
accounts. This may be because the EIA reports are presented in individual projects 
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(Interviewee 14) whereas the annual or sustainability reports present an overview 
(Interviewee 4). The EIA reports have details of the potential chemicals released and 
pollution caused by the operation, plus how to deal with and solve those problems 
(Interviewee 6). Some interviewees heavily rely on EIA reports (Interviewee 7) more than the 
companies’ reports. This may be because EIA reports have monitoring and evaluation 
techniques that the participants can follow to monitor and make inquiries (Interviewees 11, 7) 
and it is approved by the Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning 
(ONEP) which is considered a governmental entity according to the law (Interviewees 1, 2, 
10). However, EIA reports still face problems as participants criticise EIA approval processes, 
they also mention the conflict of interest problems between consultancy firms and employer 
companies (Interviewees 5, 11), the lack of the locals’ engagement (Interviewee 11), and just 
the companies’ legitimacy tools or rubber stamping (Interviewees 2, 3, 14). However, at 
present, there is no better tool than the EIA machinery system.  
“Mostly, I get the information from the centralised data provider of Thailand, which 
provides the satellite pictures and affected area pictures. The satellite pictures can be 
attained from GISTDA (Geo-Informatics and Space Technology Development Agency 
(Public Organisation)) which monitors the Thailand area.” (Interviewee 1) 
“When we have cases with the factories or companies, we will search for external 
information such as operational process and ask the people who live in that area to know 
the reality. Sometimes we used EIA reports, the government reports such as the 
environmental agencies’ reports or pollution control department reports, and the 
information from university academics and professional organisations.” (Interviewee 2) 
“The information comes from many sources. For example, in relation to the coal power 
plant, I searched for information from the website of Electricity Generating Authority of 
Thailand (EGAT) and Banpu Public Company Limited. Furthermore, we have academic 
teams in Bangkok, mostly they are the academics in the universities including in other 
NGOs, and they sum up the information for us because sometimes the information is 
quite complicated and has to be translated to the Thai language.” (Interviewee 6)  
“We can use EIA information even though it may not all be correct. We can compare and 
evaluate with other reports. I use this EIA report more than the company’s report because 
this report had to be submitted for project approving which is approval by the government 
agency. All information has to be the truth. EIA report is the mandatory report, which has 
to be submitted to the government, has metric frame. I rarely use the company’s report.” 
(Interviewee 7)  
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“Our sources are from research, law, and fieldwork information. Some are from our NGO 
networks like Greenpeace, the Seub Nakhasathien Foundation, academics, and 
government information such as the Fisheries Act, related marine law, and governmental 
agency research. I just look at the companies’ reports that I am interested in such as 
Electricity Generating Authority of Thailand Company (EGAT), and some feed mill 
businesses. I use their profit, export of fishmeal and stockholder information.” The 
underlined interview comment also relates to section 6.3.1.1 on what do companies 
disclose from the NGOs’ perspectives? (Interviewee 13) 
 
6.3.2.1.2 What NGOs disclose shadow accounts? 
The NGOs will release criticism and recommendation articles (Interviewees 1, 4, 5, 11, 13), 
environmental campaigns and activities (Interviewees 2, 3, 7, 8, 11, 14), NGO press releases 
and declarations (Interviewees 2, 19), evidence in the environmental damage areas and their 
research (Interviewees 8, 13, 14, 19), and will re-distribute the news in mainstream media 
(Interviewee 17). Examples provided by the interviewees include: 
“[In Samet oil spill case], I wrote articles on Facebook to forecast the effects and 
criticised the use of chemicals. Furthermore, I gave information about how to deal with 
[the effects], the complaints, and forecasting the effecting. I communicated to the 
monitoring government agency.” The underlined interview comment also relates to topic 
6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose shadow accounts? (Interviewee 1) 
“I presented on the difference in environmental information and issues in the lawsuits. I 
wrote about our NGO activities, what we are doing, on Facebook. I mainly use Facebook, 
sometimes I launch declarations, and then the media will continue to make news reports.” 
The underlined interview comment also relates to topic 6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose 
shadow accounts? (Interviewee 2) 
“I am also a journalist. I write books, articles, and news. When I express my information 
via Facebook, the media will use my content. They are on my Facebook contact list.” The 
underlined interview comment also relates to topic 6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose shadow 
accounts? (Interviewee 4) 
“Now, we can launch our book, use Facebook, Line, or Instagram to explain what we are 
doing, criticise or blame, and attack the company. We can do that now but with old 
fashioned media, we could not. We show their profits compared with how many villagers 
were suffering from their operations. We speak out to their stakeholders, show 
compassion pictures, and let the society think about that.” The underlined interview 
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comment also relates to topic 6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose shadow accounts? 
(Interviewee 13) 
“We publish the interesting points from our cases on the website and our NGOs 
Facebook, to communicate to the public, to educate them and also we manage the 
meetings to discuss, criticise, and analyse the lawsuit cases. Sometimes we share or 
republish the news on the website and Facebook to spread out the news and hope that the 
public pressure can make the change.” The underlined interview comment also relates to 
topic 6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose shadow accounts? (Interviewee 17) 
 
6.3.2.1.3 How NGOs disclose shadow accounts? 
The interviewees mostly use social media (Facebook) to distribute environmental information 
to the public. Social media makes it easier to express and target the receiver than ever before. 
Social media is a two-way communications process. NGOs can receive feedback and monitor 
media attention trends. However, a limit of social media use is the narrow network. 
Therefore, they still have to use other media as well. Other digital media such as websites and 
digital television are being used and they also use traditional media such as newspapers, 
interviewing by media, press releases, and word of mouth to express environmental 
information.  
The NGOs use the media as their publishing channel and the media uses the NGO as a news 
resource. Therefore, the relationship between NGO and the media can be called a NGO 
network. In this way, the NGOs, media, and academics can work together. NGOs will use 
media as the channel to express their opinions, criticisms, and information to the public. The 
media then  brings it to the public’s attention by launching the news. Consequently, it can 
make changes as described by the media agenda setting theory. Interestingly, all participants 
use social media like Facebook for spreading information and sometimes the media then 
published the contents. Furthermore, they use social media to get specific support as well as 
donations or responses.  
“[The media is important], they are spreading the word to the public and then it will cause 
some effects. The journalist will get information and follow up the incident from my 
Facebook. Sometimes, they will ask for the interview.” (Interviewee 1) 
“Digital media, like new digital TV channels, are more interested in environmental news. 
On social media like Facebook, Twitter, people tend to use it more as it is faster news 
spreading and easy to access. However, the journalists still come to interview me or ask 
for information which they follow from my Facebook. The media will create public 
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attention on the issues and the victims will feel more confidence and secure. Actually, this 
is the technique in lawsuits as well which makes the cases attain attention. I have a lot of 
journalist friends, so we can use this channel to launch the news such as channel 13, TNN 
channel, ASTV channel, NEW ONE channel, Bright TV, Daliynews etc. Those names are 
the alternative television channels.” (Interviewee 2)  
“The policy change movement has to communicate to the public and needs the public to 
be engaged emotionally for public support. The media is so important, mainly social 
media. Some academics and environmental activists are communicators. They are quite 
powerful and influence public attention. They publish first-hand information. Not only on 
the effective media like Facebook, but online petitions such as ‘www.change.org’ is also 
a powerful tool to pressure the companies’ policy change. With this kind of media, we 
also know the feedback from the public quickly by the number of likes or shares 
including comments as two-way communication.” The underlined interview comments 
also relates to topic 6.3.2.1.4 Influence of NGOs through media. (Interviewee 11) 
“Normally, the media plays an important role in society to distribute messages and 
information. We had a press release about the mercury contamination in the canal near 
the paper factory and coal power plant area published by media. If we did not have social 
media or online media, environmental problems or issues may not be presented to the 
public because it is not easy to be represented by the mainstream media.   The locals 
already do not depended on the mainstream media. They report and publish news by 
themselves via their own networks. They are fighting media for environmental causes.” 
The underlined interview comments also relate to 6.3.2.1.5 Media limitation and bias. 
(Interviewee 16) 
“We always let the media know about our campaigns and activities. We work with TPBS 
channel and digital TV such as PPTV, Nation TV, Voice channel.” Please see the topic 
6.3.2.1.2 What NGO disclosures shadow accounts? (Interviewee 17)  
 
6.3.2.1.4 Influence of NGOs through media  
The movements of change in society such as policy change and the companies’ behaviour 
change needs public power to pressure the government and the businesses (Interviewees 8, 
11, 13, 14). The power of mass media can also influence and deliver the messages and create 
emotional impacts (Interviewees 7, 11). It promotes the continuing (Interviewee 7) 
understanding of the situations, and encourages participation or engagement in the 
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movements. Furthermore, some NGOs develop an aggressive public image (Interviewee 1) 
such as that of suing the government or companies (Interviewee 2). 
The influence of NGOs through media, when the environmental issues are in the public’s 
attention, promotes pressure for change. For example, they pressure companies to consider 
community voices and may cause reactions to encourage changing business actions and 
policy (Interviewees 10, 11, 14, 17). Furthermore, the NGOs pressure government to consider 
and solve problems (Interviewees 4, 11, 15, 16), slow down the approval of environmentally 
detrimental projects (Interviewees 3, 6). They facilitate government to force companies to 
stop and/or postpone their operations (Interviewee 8), and launch the law or policy 
(Interviewees 11, 17). As a result, they will influence the government to monitor and control 
companies in relation to environmental issues (Interviewees 2, 3). 
However, movements can be unsuccessful. Sometimes they may not have enough power to 
pressure the government to implement change (Interviewee 3). In some cases, the government 
and companies may consider the issues just in the short term and may continue doing as 
business as usual (Interviewees 15, 16). Some changes need a longer time (Interviewees 13, 
14, 15) such as the Thai fishery changes over 30 years.  
“I think NGOs have more pressure power than academics. NGOs have an aggressive 
image and are in the public’s attention. [As far as the NGO (academics) influence on 
companies], if the academics are reliable and reputable, the companies may consider their 
comments or suggestions.” (Interviewee 1) 
“The media will be the most important to make changes. Sometimes it can slow down the 
project when it is in public attention. However, for the NGO’s power, we may not have 
enough power to pressure the government. We just have to complain and argue.” 
(Interviewee 3) 
“If Facebook cannot affect the changes, I would not use it. I already make many changes 
cases, for example, I wrote about the reform of natural marine areas.” (Interviewee 4) 
“The changes in society are from the public pressure. However, media is one of the 
communicators that can reach all the public. The change may not suddenly happen. For 
example, the fisheries, fishmeal, trawler boats with pushing nets or drag nets destroyed 
diversity of our marine resources. 30 years ago no one was interested in this, but now they 
are more concerned.” (Interviewee 13) 
“The chemical accidents in large industries happen frequently in the industrial area, but 
they do not feature in the news, the public don’t know, then it is gone with the wind. 
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However, the people in that area have to face the problems every fortnight or month. 
Now, they use Facebook and upload the video of accidents. Then the responsibility 
government units have to do something. However, it still needs more public attention, if 
we want to make policy change in managing the chemical accidents and accountability. 
When we are on the news, it needs some time to gain public attention, at least two weeks. 
However, it could be short-term effects and may not affect the policy change. And it also 
takes some time for the government response.” (Interviewee15) 
6.3.2.1.5 Media limitation and bias   
There is some evidence of the limitations of media used and media bias. For example, the 
decrease of the environmental news in mainstream media and the increasing use of social and 
digital media by NGOs was found (Interviewee 2). The mainstream television channels may 
report only the bigger damaging issues (Interviewees 2, 17). The locals already do not depend 
on the mainstream media (Interviewees 9, 15, 16). They already report and publish news by 
themselves via their own networks (Interviewee 16). Even though we do have social media, it 
may not influence or even reach the entire public (Interviewee 14). Moreover, in relation to 
media quality issues (Interviewees 2, 3, 14), some media may have a close relationship with 
the companies or government (Interviewees 2, 6, 15). Some news may not be based on reality 
(Interviewee 4) or present a one side perspective (Interviewees 6, 12). 
“The mainstream media is almost uninterested in the environmental impact news, except 
for the larger cases. When the company wants to communicate to the public, they have 
many media avenues in hand. They take care of the media.” (Interviewee 2)  
“In the case of coal power plant, the electricity generating company pays a lot to the 
media and newspaper to promote a good image, such as the image of clear sea water and 
green mangroves. Advertising on YouTube and TV shows that if we lack electricity, it 
will be hard to survive, so we need more power plants.” (Interviewee 5) 
“Media is important but now half of them are siding with the government and energy 
companies. They can control media by sponsoring them. The media may not represent the 
public interest. So, we need to use online media.” (Interviewee 6) 
“Our news is just in the alternative and small media, the mainstream is quite hard. We 
also do not have the money to pay for publishing news in the media. Now we are 
decreasing reliance on mainstream and we are increasing social media use. We play the 
journalist role and communicate to our networks and media networks.” (Interviewee 15) 
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“Environmental news in the newspaper has been decreasing for 10 years. When locals 
were suffered and pressured, they have to do something, and now they have social media 
on hand.” (Interviewee 16) 
6.3.2.1.6 NGOs limitation and bias 
There are some evidence for the limitations and bias of NGOs that should also be considered. 
For example, the environmental support data, some NGOs are selective about which 
academics and academic information they use to support their views (Interviewee 1). Some 
may disregard the academic information (Interviewees 5, 19) or may not aware about using 
companies’ information provided (Interviewee 19). Furthermore, some companies donate to 
and support the NGO activities (Interviewee 3).   
“Sometimes, some NGOs choose the academics and academic information to support 
their views. When academics publish information that does not support the NGO’s views, 
the NGO will not pick it up.”  (Interviewee 1) 
“Thai NGOs may not be interested in reading the scientific or complicated information. 
They know roughly but not in depth, the environmental information that supports their 
activities campaign. However, when we have the discussion and meeting, they will gain 
more knowledge.” (Interviewee 5) 
“Some Thai NGOs did not know much about GRI and what the companies disclose. 
Actually, companies disclose a lot of environmental information. Mostly, NGOs are 
looking at the regulation perspective. When they want company information, they are 
going to request it from the government entities or academic entities which are the 
monitoring units in their mind. They do not directly request from the business. It may be 
because they are not aware or do not know about what the companies report. On the other 
hand, the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET) also does not count NGOs as their 
stakeholders that have to be engaged. Mainly SET stakeholders are the listed companies 
and investors. I think the pressure that makes the companies disclose environmental 
information in sustainability reports may come from global market pressure. They want to 
build their image and reputation in the global market” (Interviewee 19) 
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6.3.2.2 Not meet the NGOs requirements and recommendations 
In relation to section 6.3.2.1.1 on sources of shadow accounts and 6.3.1.1 on what do companies 
disclose from the NGOs’ perspectives, a lack of stakeholder engagement is shown in fulfilling the 
report requirements. The companies’ reports may be based on companies’ views. Therefore, the 
companies and stakeholders should engage and work together to find and fulfil the common 
requirement. 
The participants request more information about the environmental affects of the companies’ 
operation (Interviewees 1, 2, 11), such as pollution, emissions, chemical release (Interviewees 2, 
5, 6, 8), of individual factories like Pollutant Release and Transfer Registers (PRTR) 
(Interviewees 10, 15, 16). Furthermore, they also requested the action plans or the way to deal 
with the companies’ environmentally detrimental operations (Interviewees 5, 6, 16, 17), 
environmental risks and safety (Interviewees 2, 5, 18), EIA and EIA monitoring reports 
(Interviewees 5, 10, 16), the supply chain or origin of material (Interviewees 2, 11, 14), and the 
official results of monitor and control entities (Interviewee 3). Moreover, they prefer the raw data 
or scientific data, as it is considered straightforward and quite reliable (Interviewees 1, 2, 3, 6) and 
numbers are easy to understand - if they cannot understand they can find the academic to read and 
interpret for them (Interviewee 6). 
Furthermore, the participants do not block the engagement of the companies and are willing to 
work together to solve the environmental issues (Interviewees 1, 2, 5, 10). Some companies send 
a team to interview and talk with the participants (Interviewees 3, 4). However, some companies 
may not want them to participate (Interviewee 15) and some participants may not want to 
collaborate with companies because of their position (Interviewee 6). 
 
“I would like to know more about the pollution results around factory areas and 
environmental effects from companies’ operations. The scientific information is 
straightforward.”  (Interviewee 1) 
“I would like them to disclose on the environmental impacts from their processes including 
risk and safety topics such as the raw materials used like where the coal came from, which 
company provided it, who distributed it, and the air pollution from the coal, so it’s all about 
their processes. The information from EIA reports is quite ok because it is scientific 
information. I prefer to use the scientific data. I did not block the companies’ 
communications. If they have problems and want to find solutions as a win-win situation, I 
am ok to work with them. However, if the companies want to start the environmental impact 
project, they should consult with the communities beforehand. But they normally do not like 
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to do that. So, it is not easy to get the communities’ acceptance and sometimes it increases 
resistance.  The villages do not have any participation since the beginning.” (Interviewee 2)  
“I think the raw data will be correct and reliable. However, if they analyse data, I will 
reconsider. I think they may not distort the information but when they make it simple and 
easy to understand, it may change the meaning.” (Interviewee 3) 
“Recently, the companies (large oil and gas companies) sent their team to interview me. They 
asked me about the perception of their company. I think they just want to get a response about 
their image and reputation in general which is quite important for them.” (Interviewee 4) 
6.3.3 Expectations, issues and recommendations addressed by interviewees 
In regard to the current companies’ environmental information disclosures in Thailand, many 
issues in relation to the companies’ environmental reporting were raised. The issues and 
recommendations about companies’ environmental disclosures in annual and sustainability 
reports are discussed below.  
In relation to section 6.3.1.1 on what do companies disclose from the NGOs’ perspectives and 
topic 6.3.1.2 on quality aspects of companies’ disclosures from NGOs perspectives, the 
companies mostly report the CSR activities, quite broadly, plainly and with a lack of sufficient 
monitoring. The participants were concerned about the quality of environmental information 
caused by reliability report issues, not full representation, positive bias, and selective, partially 
true information. These issues lead to reliability and trust issues, and not meeting the user 
requirements, and some have reported the uselessness of the reporting.  
6.3.3.1. Reliability, trust issues, and recommendations 
Companies will show their environmental performance regarding environmental actions and 
activities in their annual and sustainability reports. The sustainability reports have been sent 
to SET every year, but they do not receive any feedback (Interviewee 12) or audits 
(Interviewees 12, 17) from SET. Furthermore, sometimes the companies’ reports may not 
represent the reality of their environmental performance such as good reports from 
underperforming companies (Interviewees 7, 14) whereas some companies do not report or 
promote but they do conduct environmentally friendly operations and protection (Interviewee 
7).  
Additionally, the companies may undertake environmentally impacting operations which are 
relevant to society, government and other stakeholders, and the companies may not report on 
those. Therefore, the issues can be related to the whole system in the country (larger scope). 
Furthermore, the participants have criticised the inefficiency of the government’s 
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environmental monitoring systems (Interviewees 3, 5, 7, 10, 16). In Thailand, there is a 
weakness in the monitoring processes, law enforcement, monitoring and controlling by the 
government (Interviewees 5, 6, 7, 15, 16). Participants questioned government agencies 
which have the responsibility to approve and ensure that companies align with the law 
(Interviewees 3, 4). The government has poor quality maintenance of environmental 
databases, does not have baseline environmental information (Interviewees 6, 16), and does 
not have enough equipment, tools or manpower (Interviewees 3, 16, 17). Environmental law 
penalties are quite soft, not updated and the court process takes too much time (Interviewees 
15, 16). Consequently, they cannot control the private sectors (Interviewees 15, 16). This 
gives the impression that the government does not do its duty properly and faces trust issues 
regarding its environmental governance. 
Furthermore, the problems may relate to national policy that suggests they do not think the 
environment is important (Interviewee 17). They are more concerned about private 
investment than the effects on the environment (Interviewee 16). There is a conflict of interest 
between the companies and government as the government agency has approved the project 
and is the monitor and controlling unit (Interviewees 5, 8). The government may not be a 
good representative of the public in communicating environmental problems (Interviewees 5, 
8, 9, 14). Some large companies have influenced the government policy for their own benefit 
(Interviewees 5, 14, 15) such as state-owned companies that having a close relationship with 
the same entity (Interviewee 5) especially in Southeast Asia (Interviewee 14). This problem 
will lead to weaknesses in the civil society balance system (Interviewee 14), the stakeholders’ 
engagement, and inaccessibility of data by the public (Interviewee 10). 
Moreover, as the reports have quality issues, the interviewees prefer not to rely on the 
company information (Interviewees 2, 17), and instead use the official government 
information or information that has been approved by the government, and other sources to 
cross check (Interviewees 2, 17). However, it is difficult to access the data (Interviewees 1, 5, 
8, 10, 17, 19). Companies provide environmental information and report on their websites or 
online media. In spite of the provision of information under the Official Government Act 
(Interviewee 17), the participants still cannot easily access that information even though it has 
already been published (Interviewees 5, 10) on the companies’ or government website 
(Interviewees 4, 19).  
Consequently, the interviewees suggested that, in order to address the quality, reliability, and 
trust issues in companies’ reports and whole system problems, there should be verification 
requirements, regulations, increased stakeholder engagement, and accessible data open to 
public inspection.  
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They call for inspection and audits of the companies’ reports and environmental information. 
Actually, SET established the rule, they should review those reports. They should have audit 
measurements in place (Interviewees 6, 17). According to participants, a report audit system 
would prevent companies from selecting and censoring themselves (Interviewee 5). The 
auditor should be from a government agency (Interviewee 1) or a third-party organisation 
(Interviewees 2, 14) and include an environmental audit without a conflict of interest 
(Interviewee 14) to increase the level of reliability of companies’ environmental information 
and represent the companies’ transparency and accountability accurately (Interviewees 2, 14). 
The third party can reflect on and improve the companies’ reporting better than self-assessed 
justifications (Interviewee 14). However, it will increase the companies’ expenditure 
(Interviewee 14).   
As environmental reporting is voluntary, selective and biased company reporting is common. 
As a result, participants request a rule-based report that can be easily evaluated as companies 
do with the EIA reports which are easy for them to follow (Interviewees 5, 6). These rules 
should come with adequate monitoring and enforcement (Interviewee 16). The participants 
agreed that regulation is also needed. It will be of benefit if there are regulations not only for 
the large companies because many small companies can cause large damages to the 
environment (Interviewees 1, 6, 13). The regulations also need to be mandatory (Interviewees 
1, 6, 7, 13). The voluntary base is not enough to impact the companies (Interviewees 6, 14, 
16). It could be voluntary in the first stage then becoming mandatory for all in the near future 
(Interviewees 2, 4, 11, 16, 17). However, it will increase the companies’ expenditure 
(Interviewees 2, 13) and some information will be sensitive or confidential for the business 
(Interviewees 14, 16). 
From a broader perspective, the participants mentioned that the monitoring and auditing 
processes needed to be implemented by the government for society (Interviewee 1). The 
process of finding the offenders who then face law enforcement and legal penalties needs to 
be completed each time (Interviewee 3). The government should consider perspectives from 
the committees of specialist and professional bodies including NGOs (Interviewee 3), 
middlemen such as academics and locals in that area (Interviewee 13).   
The governmental must consider environmental problems as important and not just consider 
the economic angle at the policy level (Interviewees 16, 17) as this will affect all government 
control units’ environmental investments (Interviewee 17). Moreover, some environmental 
laws and standards in Thailand are quite out-dated when compared to international standards. 
This leads to international companies taking advantage and operating without the 
environmental care as required in their own country (Interviewee 5). Once the environmental 
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law and penalties have been updated, they also need to be enforced (Interviewees 4,5,16) 
which may require pressure from society.  
Moreover, the manpower of government to audit may be insufficient (Interviewees 3, 6). It is 
possible that other stakeholders could do so. For example, they could open the data to the 
public and make it easier to access. Especially, publish EIA and EIA monitoring reports and 
other environmental government data (Interviewees 10, 18) and online (Interviewees 5, 16, 
17) to allow society to access and help the government monitor companies which is a basic 
right to the engagement process (Interviewee 17). When society has enough information, they 
are equipped to think critically and judge what the companies should change (Interviewee 
13).   
“The monitoring and inspection duty should be done by the environmental professional 
committees which have looked at all the companies’ reports. The government has the 
duty to audit and control. We hope the government will work properly and make 
everyone trust them. The government needs to provide information in time. The 
government has an oil spill team to manage the oil spill accident [in the Samet case]. The 
government has to be faster.  It is a government duty. Consequently, the information is 
limited within the government monitoring and control units.” (Interviewee 1)  
“I think we should have a reliable third party to audit the companies’ environmental 
information. So, it may have to have a social organisation running parallel auditing or 
counterbalances. As I told you, my mindset is to not rely on the companies’ information, 
and that it should have some organisation to evaluate. For the reports, the listed 
companies should start first, maybe over medium size, then smaller ones and unlisted 
companies in sequence. Furthermore, it may begin with voluntary in the first 1-3 years, 
and then 3-6 years would be mandatory. However, mandatory rules will not have a 
positive effect on their investment.”  (Interviewee 2) 
“It seems like we lose the inspection process that will judge who is guilty and punished 
by law, who compensates, and who announces to the public. Then companies would 
continue to do the good thing. We should have audit mechanisms. For example, the EIA 
office just has five on staff, I guess. Every year, they will have to work with almost 1,000 
projects. It should change to be a big department with more staff to outside audit, to audit 
not to extort. If the companies follow the EIA practices, the environmental problems may 
decrease by 80-90%. The audit and inspection should be done by law and government 
and then they present the truth. We need to force the government to work.” (Interviewee 
3) 
 161 
“The EIA approval entity should have audit mechanisms to inspect the companies. If the 
company causes the environmental problems, we have the governmental monitoring 
departments such as Pollution Control Department and Department of Industrial Works. I 
think the environmental disclosures frameworks launched in 2012 should be voluntary 
around 3 years or maybe 5 years then make it mandatory. The government should force 
all the companies to report to the EIA or Stock Exchange of Thailand. Actually, the 
government is the society’s representative. When there are the issues relating to the 
environment, it is the government that has to work and has the duty to sue the people who 
make the environmental issues, not the NGOs. For the environmental data, I need to 
combine it together because the information is stored in different individual government 
departments. You need to know how to find the information even EIA reports.” 
(Interviewee 4) 
 6.3.3.2 Lack of usefulness issue and recommendations 
Please also see section 6.3.1.1 on what do companies disclose from the NGOs’ perspectives 
and section 6.3.1.2 on quality aspects of companies’ disclosure form NGOs perspectives.  
When the participant can get complete environmental information from other reliable sources, 
they avoid using the annual and the sustainability reports. Furthermore, some participants 
were mostly unaware of using the annual and sustainability reports (Interviewee 19). They 
thought those reports were for investors (Interviewees 1, 6, 16). This may be because of a lack 
of announcement or promotion by the stock exchange of Thailand. As a result, the NGO 
representatives knew little about the environmental frameworks launched in 2012 
(Interviewees 2, 17). 
The recommendation may be that the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET) has to promote and 
encourage NGOs to use the reports more (Interviewees 2, 17). Civil society should be aware 
of, and focus more on, the reports, become engaged and demand what they want to know. 
Moreover, companies should also engage more with the civil society (Interviewee 19). 
“I have not known [about the stock exchange of Thailand’s environmental framework in 
2012]. Is it mandatory? I think not one wants to disclose voluntarily except for large 
organisations to enhance their image. However, if they want to make it mandatory, they 
should set the companies’ criteria for example, which companies should report.”  
(Interviewee 1) 
“In relation to GRI frameworks, I think global companies will apply it such as PTT Plc., 
and PTTEP Plc. but other companies may not. The public does not know of the 
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frameworks. This maybe because the stock exchange of Thailand does not promote them 
much.” (Interviewee 2) 
“I think the frameworks may increase the level of companies’ environmental disclosures 
even if they are voluntary frameworks.” (Interviewee 3) 
“We should encourage the financial brokers and investors to consider environmental 
information in addition to normal corporate governance information.” (Interviewee 4) 
 
6.3.4 Data verification 
To ensure reliability of the data, the researcher rechecked the transcripts against the audio recordings 
to make sure that no mistakes had benn made during the transcript process (Creswell 2009; Gibbs 
2007). However, the transcripts were in the Thai language. An independent professional in the related 
business field with a good grasp of the Thai and English languages confirmed the accurate translation 
of the transcripts. To validate the data, the researcher sent the scripts to interviewees for verifying by 
email or phone. The researcher used different data sources to examine the evidence (Creswell 2009; 
Gibbs 2007). For example, the researcher used the newspaper to review the evidence referred to by 
the interviewees. Moreover, the researcher used rich, comprehensive descriptions to convey the 
findings (Creswell 2009; Gibbs 2007) which provided different participant’s views about individual 
themes. 
 
6.4 Conclusion 
In summary, the qualitative analysis found that the interviewees do not rely on the corporate 
environmental information provided on the companies’ websites. They believed that the reports lack 
trustworthiness, are positively biased, provide selective information, and are not complete, which 
confirmed the former studies that raised report quantity and quality issues (Adams 2004; Adams & 
Evans 2004; Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004; O'Dwyer, Unerman & Hession 2005). Interviewees request 
mandatory reporting be introduced, be standardised and have external verification which will allow 
the reports to be formally recognised as in the study of O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005). The 
right to information about corporate impacts which relates to stakeholder theory (O'Dwyer, Unerman 
& Bradley 2005), and concerns about corporate environmental performance have led to criticisms of 
the companies’ information and the construction of alternative accounts as shadow accounts 
(Bebbington & Thomson 2007; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011). This will result in the development 
of environmental accounting aligned with emancipatory change (Bebbington & Thomson 2007).  
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The NGOs disclose shadow accounts when they release criticism and recommendation articles, 
environmental campaigns, press releases and declarations, evidence of environmental damage areas, 
and research. The information used by the NGOs is derived from many sources such as 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) reports, government archive databases, local community 
information, fieldwork studies, local and international academic research, information from the 
environmental NGOs network, and companies’ websites or reports.  However, the limitations and bias 
of NGOs have been found. Some NGOs choose biased academic information to support their views 
and some receive funding from private sector companies. 
The NGOs distribute shadow accounts via social media, such as Facebook, to the public as a two-way 
communication, getting public feedback and media attention directly. However, a limitation of social 
media use has been described by an NGO as a narrow network. They also use traditional media such 
as newspapers and word of mouth. The NGOs and media can construct a relationship network through 
social media; NGOs use it as a publishing channel, and the media uses it to gather information from 
NGOs. The power of mass media can influence and deliver messages to the public as suggested by the 
media agenda setting theory. It can create emotional public power and encourage participation or 
engagement in the movements. Consequently, the social movement of change can drive change in 
government policy and the companies’ behaviour. However, the effect of movements can sometimes 
be unsuccessful. The government and companies may consider the issues only in the short term and 
soon return to doing business as usual. The summary diagram from interviews in relation to the 
corporate environmental disclosures is provided below in Figure 6-4. 
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Figure 6-4: Summary diagram of interviews in relation to the corporate environmental disclosures 
 
Finally, it was found that there were five main reasons why companies disclosed their environmental 
information from the participants’ perspectives. First, companies were trying to build a good 
relationship with the local communities surrounding their factories to reduce resistance, build up their 
image and reputation, and attain good community support. Second, companies had to follow rules 
such as those of the Stock Exchange of Thailand, EIA rules and ISO rules. However, the companies 
had problems with a lack of guidance from the government. Third, companies were concerned about 
customer pressure such as boycotts or rejection of their products/services if the companies did not 
meet ISO and environmental conditions. Fourth, investors would be reluctant to invest in a company 
that hid environmental information. Consequently, companies needed to be transparent. Finally, 
companies were protecting themselves against public reactions to bad news. Some increased the level 
of communication to explain environmental issues and they also reacted in negative ways such as 
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suing the communities. All of these reasons, according to the NGO representatives, were explained in 
terms of stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory. According to the stakeholder theory, the 
companies were concerned with the power of stakeholders. According to legitimacy theory, 
companies were concerned with local contracts and licences to operate and pressures from 
communities. They provided and fulfilled the communication needs of the communities to decrease 
the resistance against the companies. 
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Chapter 7 :  
Discussion 
7.1 Introduction 
This chapter provides a discussion of both the quantitative phase (corporate environmental disclosures 
discussion), qualitative phase (discussion of the civil society’s shadow accounts). The discussion is 
divided based on the objectives and research questions. For the quantitative phase the extent, nature, 
and trends topic, key affecting determinants, and the effects of Thai sustainability reporting guidelines 
are discussed. Meanwhile, the qualitative phase is separated in to current corporate environmental 
disclosures according to NGOs perspectives, shadow accounts and media used, and expectations, 
issues and recommendation for corporate environmental report development. Moreover, the link 
between the two phases is discussed under three topics: the extent and nature of corporate 
environmental disclosures, influential factors, and the trends and the effect of the Thai sustainability 
reporting guidelines in 2012. 
7.2 Corporate environmental disclosures discussion 
The results in the quantitative phase can be discussed related to the research questions on corporate 
environmental disclosures from three different perspectives, first, the extent, nature, and trends of the 
corporate environmental disclosures. Second, the key determinants, and third, the influence of the 
Thai sustainability reporting guidelines on corporate environmental disclosures.  
Extent, nature, and trends 
This study found an increasing trend of environmental disclosures for the studied period which is 
consistent with prior studies from developed countries (Deegan & Gordon 1996) and developing 
countries (Sobhani, Amran & Zainuddin 2009), including Thailand (Ratanajongkol, Davey & Low 
2006). This study adds to the understanding of Thai companies’ environmental reporting which 
Ratanajongkol, Davey and Low (2006) have shown as an increasing trend in general, although the 
manufacturing sector has shown fluctuating trends. 
The content of companies’ reports mostly focused on emissions, effluents, and waste data which 
confirms the findings of the Ruffing (2007) study which found  that BP reports contain mostly 
emissions data. Furthermore, Papaspyropoulos, Blioumis and Christodoulou (2010) found that the 
most widely used disclosure indicator relating to the energy and emissions data of Greek companies in 
2007 was EN22 (total weight of waste by type and disposal method). When looking at the 
sustainability reports, EN27 (percentage of products sold and their packaging materials that are 
reclaimed by category) was found to have the lowest environmental disclosure score which is 
consistent with the study of Alazzani and Wan-Hussin (2013). 
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Companies in the agricultural industry, industrials industry, and building materials sector mostly 
disclosed their environmental information in annual reports by using the descriptive information style 
whereas the resources industry companies mostly disclosed the environmental information in 
sustainability reports by providing descriptive information with quantitative data. The information 
style results support previous studies of Kaeokla and Jaikengkit (2013); Liu and Anbumozhi (2009) 
which determined that most of the information shown is descriptive. The resources industry provided 
the most detailed environmental information in sustainability reports compared to the other industries 
as also found by Wuttichindanon (2017). Furthermore, only 16.48% of companies provided 
sustainability reports, and two-thirds of these reports lacked verification by a third party which 
supports the Kolk (2008) study’s finding that only one-third of companies have external verification 
in a US reports sample.  
Key affecting determinants 
Of the key determinants for all four industries, AGE and MEDIASCORE had positive relationships 
with the level of environmental disclosures, whereas PROFITABILITY had a negative relationship. 
In relation to AGE, greater disclosures from the more mature companies could be explanied as being 
due to greater reputation and history of former social responsibility activities (Choi 1999), as well as 
having more stakeholders to satisfy as explained by stakeholder theory (Suttipun 2012). The older 
companies tended towards long-term commitments to environmental and social sustainability 
reporting whereas the smaller and younger companies focused more on their profitability 
(Setthasakko 2007). Furthermore, the results showed companies that had positive news in the media 
had disclosed more environmental information which is in contrast with prior studies which found a 
positive relationship between negative media attention and higher levels of environmental disclosures 
in annual reports (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002). However, the results from 
this study were supported by the media agenda setting theory which concerns the media influence and 
public perceptions (McCombs & Shaw 1972).  
PROFITABILITY had a negative relationship with the extent of disclosures which implies that 
companies that are more profitable make fewer environmental disclosures than do the less profitable 
companies. This is in contrast to previous findings suggesting that profitabile companies would report 
more on their environmental disclosures to ensure stakeholders that the persuit of profit has not been 
at the expense of the environment (Reverte 2009). Also, companies bear the costs of sustainability 
reporting and use voluntary reporting to cope with the consequences of disclosing potentially 
damaging information (Cormier & Magnan 2003; Hahn & Kühnen 2013; Haniffa & Cooke 2005; 
Kent & Monem 2008). The findings are also in contrast with the prediction suggested by stakeholder 
theory that there is a positive association between accounting-based measures of prior economic 
performance and the level of social responsibility disclosures (Roberts 1992). However, the results 
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supported some studies on the opposite relationship between profitability and the disclosures that 
suggest lower profitability companies are more likely to disclose CSR information (Ho & Taylor 
2007; Neu, Warsame & Pedwell 1998). This may be because when companies cannot make a profit, 
they attempt to convince their stakeholders that their current environmental investments will result in 
long-term competitive advantages or will distract attention from the financial results (Reverte 2009). 
Consequently, the determinants can be explained by both the stakeholder and media agenda setting 
theories as pressure from stakeholders and the media for voluntary environmental reporting. 
The effects of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines 
According to the panel data analysis, the effects of the Thai sustainability reporting voluntary 
guidelines (GRIA) varied. Overall, it was not significant, but it did have a positive relationship with 
the agricultural industry. The findings are in contrast with previous studies from developed countries 
(e.g. US, Greece, and French) which show a positive relationship between guideline adoption and the 
level of environmental disclosures (Clarkson et al. 2008; Galani, Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012). 
Furthermore, there is a contrast in terms of institutional legitimacy theories regarding the effect of the 
corporate legitimacy structures as a whole (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010; Suchman 1995). The launch 
of voluntary guidelines will predict results as positive significant relationship for all industries (Chelli, 
Durocher & Richard 2014) with voluntary environmental reporting, but this study found that was true 
only for the agricultural industry. However, these findings support prior studies in developing 
countries (e.g., Mexico and India) which showed that the use of voluntary regulation is risky and the 
likelihood of success depends on the design and adaptation of the initiatives (Blackman 2008). The 
concern that voluntary regulation was unsuccessful in developing countries in spite of the threat of 
mandatory regulation (legitimacy theory: Ihugba (2014); O'Donovan (2002); Suchman (1995); Zeghal 
and Ahmed (1990)) is also expressed as lower environmental quality, not pre-empting mandatory 
regulation, and not heeding pressures by stakeholders (Blackman 2008, 2010). 
The effect of the Thai sustainability voluntary reporting guidelines was only applicable to the 
agricultural industry. The results of the agricultural industry supported prior literature, especially in 
the context of Greece regarding the GRI guidelines’ impact on the level of environmental disclosures 
(Athanasios, Antonios & Despina 2013; Galani, Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012). The findings are 
consistent with the case study from Setthasakko (2007) of two Thai frozen-seafood processing 
companies. It was found that external pressures in relation to companies’ sustainability issues arose 
from the government and local communities. It is consistent with Huang and Kung (2010) that 
government has more influence than others. Furthermore, the institution’s legitimacy had an 
important influence on the agricultural companies as Thailand’s commercial agriculture has changed 
from being domestic market-oriented to being export-oriented. This change increases pressure to 
pursue strict implementation of sustainable agricultural development. Also, rules are enforced for 
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food quality control in compliance with trading partners in EU, USA, Japan, and Australia (Kasem & 
Thapa 2012).  However, the results of Setthasakko (2007) contrasted with those of Kasem and Thapa 
(2012) in relation to the influence of trading partners on environmental performance and reporting. 
Setthasakko (2007) found that the international buyers have no impact on the creation of 
environmental sustainability; they are interested in just buying clean, safe and cheap products.   
This finding may explain the legitimacy effect which was more prominent than signalling from the 
government for a majority of the industries. Furthermore, from the panel data analysis equation 1 
results, a significant positive relationship was found for the dummy variables of each year which 
means that each year demonstrated increasing trends of disclosures. The implication is that companies 
may consider other benefits of reporting the environmental information. Figure 5-3, shows that the 
resources industry and building material sector had a higher average EDS score since 2010, and the 
industrial sector had the lowest score since 2010. All three industries have steady increases, 
suggesting they were not affected by the Thai sustainability voluntary reporting guidelines in 2012. 
This could be due to the national guidelines being less effective than the international GRI 
frameworks.  
The increasing trends of corporate environmental disclosures may be influenced by other key 
determinants such as AGE, MEDIASCORE, and PROFITABILITY. Companies may apply the GRI 
frameworks because of individual management decisions and concerns (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010; 
O'Donovan 2002)  for organisational legitimacy. Furthermore, according to the implementation of the 
voluntary soft law, companies may consider environmental disclosure as a legitimacy management 
tool to positively influence the stakeholders’ perceptions about the environmental impact of the 
companies’ activities (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995b). Management would consider voluntary 
environmental reporting as a strategic legitimizing tool to gain, maintain, or repair legitimacy 
(O'Donovan 2002). Moreover, the companies may maintain organisational legitimacy, provide 
symbolic environmental disclosures or symbolic legitimacy to avoid regulatory mechanisms, against 
the introduction of mandatory legislation (Chelli, Durocher & Richard 2014) and to avoid legislative 
sanctions (Ihugba 2014). Therefore, companies may focus more on organisational legitimacy effects 
and symbolic legitimacy than the institutional effects of governmental soft law.  
This study contributed to the knowledge of different levels of legitimacy theory (institutional 
legitimacy and organisational legitimacy) that are applied by companies to their advantage, which 
may why there are more organisational legitimacy theory effects than institutional legitimacy effects 
in Thai’s high profile, or environmentally sensitive, industries.  
 170 
7.3 Civil society shadow accounts discussion 
The discussion related to the research questions on shadow accounts can be separated into three 
different themes: first, current companies’ environmental information disclosures in Thailand 
according to NGO perspectives; second, shadow accounts and media used by NGOs; and third, 
expectations, issues and recommendations addressed by interviewees.  
Current companies’ environmental information disclosures in Thailand 
according to NGOs perspectives 
The disclosures and quality aspects of companies’ disclosures from the NGOs’ 
perspective 
The interviewees believe that companies mostly disclosed information regarding their CSR activities 
primarily as a public relations strategy rather than to solve the environmental problems caused by 
their operations. This is consistent with the study of Azzone et al. (1997) who found that 
environmental reports are not for public accountability and do not demonstrate targeted action 
towards addressing real issues. Companies spend a lot on advertising, on CSR activities and 
philanthropic activities in order to reduce public pressure and while conducting business as usual. 
This is supported by prior studies (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016; Ongkrutraksa 2007; Poolthong & 
Mandhachitara 2009). Some researchers believe that the use of social and environmental reports is for 
their impact on the capital market (Cooper & Morgan 2013).  
Furthermore, the finding raised issues regarding the quantity and quality of corporate voluntary 
environmental disclosure reports, such as positive bias, incomplete reports, selective disclosure and 
low credibility (Adams 2004; Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004; Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016; O'Dwyer 
2004). Moreover, companies report information to maintain a good image, to reduce public pressure, 
and as legitimacy tools (O'Donovan 2002). However, the interviewees preferred the companies to 
disclose, as stakeholders have the right to information in relation to environmental impacts as in 
O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005), and in alignment with the ethical branch of stakeholder 
theory (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996). Stakeholders may also use that information to cross-check with 
other sources of information, which is supported by the findings of the Cooper and Morgan (2013) 
study. The point raised is that even though the environmental disclosures seem to be used to 
manipulate and for green washing, the disclosures may still have benefits for other users and may help 
to improve the visibility of social and environmental issues for the public. The interviewees also 
pointed out that the descriptive style of corporate reports can be biased by words selected to mislead 
the readers. This point is supported by study of Rodrigue, Cho and Laine (2015) that corporations 
presents positive, neutral information, and avoid negative information. Corporate environmental 
information is mostly descriptive as found in study of Liu and Anbumozhi (2009).  Furthermore, the 
Boiral (2013) study that the information is usually diluted and mixed with positive descriptions of 
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corporate activities in support of sustainable development, and that the information can be incomplete, 
biased, and the negative impacts are difficult to identify. GRI principles are broadly applied so the 
companies’ actual impacts are not seriously taken into account. Consequently, this study adds to the 
NGOs’ opinion that corporate environmental disclosure reports are broad, plain and insufficient for 
monitoring purposes. NGOs prefer scientific data which they consider to be less biased.  
The reason why companies disclose the environmental information from NGOs 
perspectives  
All of the reasons why companies disclose the environmental information presented by the NGO 
representatives can be explained through legitimacy theory. The reasons provided by interviewees for 
voluntary environmental reporting are: to display good citizenship, to build good image and 
reputation, to gain acceptance from locals, to ensure ongoing local contracts and licences to operate, 
to provide more information and fulfil the communities’ requirements, and to decrease local 
communities’ resistance to the companies (Gray, Owen & Adams 2010).  
Furthermore, these reasons relate to the managerial branch of stakeholder theory (Clarkson 1995; 
Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). The company discloses environmental information to fulfil 
responsibilities to the government and follow the regulations (such as the Stock Exchange of Thailand 
rules, EIA rules, and ISO standard). Also, pressure from powerful stakeholders such as customers and 
investors, especially international customers in the agriculture business, causes companies to disclose. 
These findings are consistent with Huang and Kung (2010) who stated that government, customers 
and debtors have a more significant influence than employees. 
Moreover, companies attempt to protect themselves against reactions to bad news which will affect 
their relationship with stakeholders. This relates to media agenda setting theory as the power of media 
influence on the public and their shaping of public attention (Ader 1995) has the potential to influence 
public expectations resulting in corporate communication actions (Carroll & McCombs 2003; 
Deephouse 2000). This also relates to legitimacy theory as companies have to address the legitimacy 
gaps between public perceptions and information provided by the media (Brown & Deegan 1998; 
Deegan & Islam 2014) and manage legitimacy strategies (O'Donovan 2002). When bad news about 
companies is reported in the media, companies have two ways to counter the negative publicity and to 
maintain their license to operate. First, they may increase their level of communication to explain the 
environmental issues and the solutions they have attempted in an effort to offset media attention 
(Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002; Islam & Deegan 2010). Companies may also 
collaborate with locals and undertake more CSR activities to combat the negative image and establish 
a favourable impression. Second, the interviewees suggested that companies may block out the news 
as a damage control strategy and reject investigations in order to avoid possible accountability. 
Furthermore, they may not disclose, or may selectively disclose, environmental information. As a 
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result, partial truths or selective information in the corporate reports leads to quality issues as 
supported by Tregidga (2017) who found that both companies and NGOs show partial truths in their 
reports.   
The effect of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines in 2012 
The interviewees’ opinions varied regarding the launch of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines 
in 2012. They believe the guidelines may have influenced the number of corporate environmental 
disclosures; however, the increase in the quantity of reports was not accompnaied by an increase in 
quality due to the lack of audit mechanisms. The increase may be due to other factors such as global 
trends and concerns about good corporate image and reputation. The findings support studies of 
unsuccessful voluntary regulation such as Blackman (2008) study which found that voluntary 
regulations are not effective in countries where mandatory regulation is weak and pressure from non-
regulatory stakeholders is ineffective especially in developing countries. Additionally, the finding that 
there is an increase in quantity, but not in quality is consistent with the finding of Lauwo, Otusanya 
and Bakre (2016) that, although companies increased their social and environmental disclosures, the 
reports were still selective, and the companies still conducted business as usual.  
However, the findings contradict those of previous studies, especially in developed countries, as the 
guidelines have increased the number of environmental disclosures (Clarkson et al. 2008; Galani, 
Gravas & Stavropoulos 2012). Furthermore, they also contrast with the view of institutional 
legitimacy theory which indicates that the guidelines should affect the disclosures as a whole (Gray, 
Owen & Adams 2010; Suchman 1995) and increase the number of disclosures (Chelli, Durocher & 
Richard 2014). The findings from the qualitative phase are consistent with the results obtained from 
the quantitative phase regarding the Thai adoption of sustainability reporting guidelines.  
Shadow accounts and media used 
This study supports prior studies of shadow accounts. NGOs use alternative information to criticise 
corporations and battle to enact change (Apostol 2015; Dey 2003; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011; 
Gallhofer et al. 2006).  Shadow accounts sources are external or unofficial sources and include expert 
reports, research papers, online journals, studies from NGOs, government publications, legal 
proceedings, etc. (Boiral 2013).  Shadow accounts are also informed by United Nations’ reports, laws, 
regulations, international agreements, opinion polls, and evidence from NGOs, media reporting, and 
scientific publications (Thomson, Dey & Russell 2015). This study has highlighted that NGOs prefer 
to use Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) reports provided by the government rather than by the 
company directly. 
NGOs provide shadow accounts in many forms such as articles that are critical of company practices. 
Yamin (2001) states that Greenpeace broadcasts video footage and images of environmentally 
damaging business activities. Similarly, NGOs use media and the internet to express their criticisms 
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or share shadow accounts with the public (Momin 2013). Also, the emotional nature of the media 
affects public impressions since negative emotions are more powerful than the positive ones, and the 
emotions of audiences are greatly affected by agenda setting (Coleman & Wu 2010). However, this 
study found some evidence of NGOs also presenting selective information which supports Tregidga 
(2017) findings that both companies and NGOs reveal only partial truths in their reports.   
This study found that NGOs rely on social media (Facebook) to convey information such as shadow 
accounts, and sometimes the media uses the NGOs’ postings on Facebook as sources of information. 
The media attracts public attention by launching the news. This study has found  the use of online 
social media by NGOs consistent with the study by Gallhofer et al. (2006) which  found that NGOs 
use the internet to reach the public and to provide evidence of corporates’ negative impacts (e.g., 
Corporate Watch website). Social media is used as a powerful tool to pressure companies and the 
government for more transparency and accountability.  
It is clear that almost all interviewees use Facebook as a distribution channel. Lee and Ma (2012) 
suggested that with the growth of internet-based communication platforms, public sharing of news on 
social media is increasing, and social media use for communicating social, economic and political 
issues is increasing. The interviewees explained the benefits of social media as providing an 
opportunity for the sender and receiver to engage in two-way communication, give rapid feedback, 
and increase network group pressure, all of which are supported in Lodhia and Stone (2017). Online 
media have other benefits such as fast, easy access to information and freedom of speech, as 
supported by Lee, Lancendorfer and Lee (2005). Given those benefits, the online media also has 
impacts on public policy (Lee, Lancendorfer & Lee 2005). Interviewees gave examples that the use of 
social media can pressure and change companies’ policy and behaviour as in the Deegan and Islam 
(2014) study.  
The interviewees use online media to express their shadow accounts and possibly cope with 
mainstream media bias issues. However, they also still use traditional media such as TV and 
newspapers. The bias may come from the close relationship between media and government (Anuar 
2006; Hoffman & Wallach 2007; Sæther 2008) or alignment with businesses (Laothamatas 1988; 
Sallot & Johnson 2006). 
This study aligns with the media agenda setting theory. The interviewees use media to distribute their 
shadow accounts to gain public attention, awareness, and social movement power. The interviewees 
are less dependent on just mainstream media, face less restrictions or controls and are less pressured 
by power networks on social media. This is supported by the theory, when the media presents critical 
information, it may change societal expectations and widen the legitimacy gap which will affect and 
threaten the companies’ survival (Deegan & Islam 2014; O'Donovan 2002). The power can be in the 
civil society's hands, and media is a powerful tool to raise public awareness. Furthermore, the 
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interviewees gave some examples of business and government policy being successfully influenced 
by the shadow accounts in the media (Carroll & McCombs 2003; Deephouse 2000), thereby 
demonstrating the power of media (Ader 1995). Moreover, media agenda affects public agenda 
(Dearing & Rogers 1996) and public agenda affects policy agenda (Edwards & Wood 1999; Erikson, 
Wright & McIver 1993). Additionally, interviewees also mentioned the use of media by companies. 
Therefore, both NGOs and companies use media to shape or lead the public to believe in their agenda 
as the media can attract public attention and raise awareness (McCombs & Shaw 1972). 
Expectations, issues and recommendations addressed by interviewees 
 Issues and recommendations of interviewees 
Companies, the community, and NGOs should engage in more dialogue with each other, which may 
become a legitimizing tool (Adams 2004). The interviewees mentioned the lack of engagement from 
companies and companies’ use of environmental reports for image and reputation which aligns with 
the view of Spence (2009). The shadow accounts attempt to open up dialogue by exposing conflicts 
and contradictions, whereas corporate social disclosure attempts to either deny conflicts or cloud them 
by explaining them in terms designed to dispel social and environmental concerns (Spence 2009).   
Two interviewees mentioned that some companies did engage with the NGO representatives to gather 
opinions about the environmental impacts of companies’ activities. Another interviewee provided 
consulting services to the companies. The remaining participants did not mention any engagement 
dialogue initiated by the company. Some companies are willing to work with NGOs to solve the 
environmental problems. This point is supported by the study of O'Sullivan and O'Dwyer (2009) as 
NGOs are willing to openly recognise and comment on the progress of an environmental framework 
which will lead to a move beyond symbolism towards greater accountability measures and the 
development of better environmental frameworks. Moreover, Burchell and Cook (2006) highlighted 
that companies are also willing to engage in dialogue and are responding to stakeholders’ information 
demands. However, in Burchell and Cook (2006), it is stressed that many NGOs still face lip service 
and green washing from companies on social and environmental issues. Such actions are driven by 
capitalist priorities that consider short-term gains and ignore the environmental destruction caused by 
business activities (Ruffing 2007). This study highlights the information gaps that the interviewees 
want the companies to address by, for example, providing environmental information based on EIA 
reports, and including scientific and raw data in their reports. This is consistent with prior studies as 
the environmental NGOs want to see data that clearly depict full regulatory compliance, and over time 
performance trends which achieve quantifiable targets and progress towards resolving environmental 
problems (Azzone et al. 1997). Such considerations include project-level information and 
standardised performance evaluation (Macve & Chen 2010). Local communities want to know about 
the plants/factories located in their area and their environmental effects (Azzone et al. 1997). The 
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interviewees mostly prefer Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and EIA monitoring reports with 
additional information which addresses the gaps in corporate environmental disclosures. This may be 
because EIA reports and EIA monitoring reports are mandatory by government law, are specific, 
project-based rather than general information, and NGOs can monitor and follow up the 
environmental responsibility commitments. In addition, the reports prepared by independent 
consultants are percevied to be unbiased to a greater degree and approved by authorised governmental 
units (Mia 2005; Sinding 1999), making the reports more reliable. NGOs prefer to use government 
databases to prepare their shadow accounts.  
NGOs rarely use the voluntary environmental reports because they do not trust the reports as the 
quality issues are too serious. This is supported in prior studies such as those of Adams (2004); 
Kuasirikun and Sherer (2004); O'Dwyer (2004). Some NGOs did not know that the companies had 
provided environmental information in the reports. Lack of awareness is also supported by Hossain et 
al. (2016) who found a lack of awareness amongst various stakeholder groups regarding social and 
environmental responsibility practices in developing countries. Assurance processes tend to establish 
the reliability and transparency of environmental reports. However, the factors that are of concern to 
the NGOs include the independence of the auditor, conflicts of interests, controls over the certification 
process, and the lack of involvement of key stakeholders (Boiral 2013; Unerman, Bebbington & 
O’Dwyer 2007).  
With many highlighted issues relating to voluntary corporate environmental disclosures, it can be 
concluded that there is a lack of useful information for NGOs, lack of verification from third parties 
that NGOs rely on, and a lack of engagement between companies and NGOs, regulators, and the 
report users. This also shows the lack of a clear understanding between companies which provide 
environmental information and the NGOs who tend to use the reports, and the regulators who 
facilitate the process. Therefore, the main problem is the lack of engagement between the companies, 
regulators, and the report users. Better engagement between companies and NGOs will lead to the 
improvement of sustainability reporting including environmental disclosure practices (O'Dwyer, 
Unerman & Bradley 2005). If all parties can communicate effectively and adhere to the requirements, 
the information gap will be narrow.  
Inefficiency of government environmental monitoring systems, issues and 
recommendations 
The interview data indicated the government’s failure in duty by sometimes prioritising financial 
returns and relaxing environmental protection rules. These data regarding the lack of government 
accountability and fulfilment of their social duty are consistent with studies in developing countries 
that found that the governments favour economic interests over social and environmental concerns as 
in Tanzania (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016) and Romania (Apostol 2015). Moreover, developing 
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counties often suffer from weak environmental government regulations and poor enforcement 
(Christmann & Taylor 2002; Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016) and limited  environmental data (He & 
Loftus 2014). Furthermore, the close relationship between companies and the government, especially 
in developing countries may influence government policy (Haggard 1998; Laothamatas 1988) in 
favour of less environmental reporting by businesses. 
The inadequate power of the public to influence the government and companies, and the lack of 
available data and its assessment by non-biased parties, were also key concerns raised by the 
interviewees. Even though the interviewees provided some examples of successes, they believed that, 
in many cases, the vested interests of the government prevented changes that would lead to 
environmental responsibility and honest reporting (Apostol 2015). The inefficiency of environmental 
monitoring systems implemented by the Thai government has been identified as a critical problem 
together with a lack of resources for government monitoring as indicated by Apostol (2015) study.  
Additionally, the regulators seem to downplay their role in promoting business environmental 
responsibility and reporting. NGOs want the Stock Exchange of Thailand to promote reliable, 
complete, unbiased corporate environmental reporting as well as greater stakeholder engagement. 
NGOs also call for audit processes from independent government or third-party entities. As stated by 
O'Dwyer, Unerman and Bradley (2005), rule-based monitoring and mandatory reporting is required to 
solve the trust issues. In countries such as Thailand, voluntary soft law may not work well as the 
commitment to voluntary reporting is limited, and mandatory hard law may be required to solve 
monitoring and verification problems (Ihugba 2014; Utting 2005). NGOs, the media, and academics 
should work together to request mandatory regulations on corporate disclosure; they also play a 
pivotal role in criticising and challenging the governance structure, calling for stronger enforcement 
mechanisms, and distributing counter accounts on corporate activities to bring the issues to public 
attention (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016). Moreover, NGOs have called on the government to have 
a better environmental monitoring system, stricter enforcement, an update of environmental 
regulations, and to provide the environmental government data online to allow the public to easily 
access and monitor business environmental activities.  
This study found quality issues in corporate environmental disclosures as being a dominant factor in 
the lack of reliance on voluntary environmental reporting by NGOs. The interviewees believe the 
reports are positively biased, provide selected information, and do not fully report as confirmed in 
former studies finding that the voluntary corporate reports have quantity and quality issues (Adams 
2004; Kuasirikun & Sherer 2004; O'Dwyer, Unerman & Hession 2005). Similar to prior studies, the 
right to information and the doubting of corporate environmental performance representation leads to 
criticisms of companies’ information and the construction of alternative accounts (Bebbington & 
Thomson 2007; Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011). Shadow accounts result in the development of 
 177 
alternative views of corporate environmental performance as well as new forms of governance and 
accountability (Bebbington & Thomson 2007). Furthermore, interviewees provided opinions on the 
interrelation between politics and power between the stakeholders as they disclose shadow accounts in 
many different forms via social media to muster support to pressure companies or governments to 
change. Civil society in Thailand, a developing country, tends to use social media as a new and 
powerful tool. The suggestions and engagement of NGOs may improve corporate environmental 
disclosures.  
The discussion regarding shadow accounts is supported by all three theories considered in this study: 
legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory, and media agenda setting theory. First, according to legitimacy 
theory and the concept of social contract, companies have to fulfil societal expectations, and attempt 
to addrress the legitimacy gaps that may be revealed by the NGOs and media (Deegan & Islam 2014; 
Sethi 1975). Furthermore, the level of legitimacy is more organisational than institutional as the 
effects of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines issued in 2012 vary. Second, according to 
stakeholder theory, companies have to report their environmental information to all stakeholders, and 
the stakeholders have the right to know about the companies’ activities that affect them (Gray, Owen 
& Adams 2010; O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). However, the corporate environmental 
disclosures still have quality issues which may show that managements are interested only in 
symbolic legitimacy. This leans more towards the managerial branch than the ethical branch of 
stakeholder theory as the companies pay greater attention to powerful stakeholders (Mitchell, Agle & 
Wood 1997). For example, when NGOs raise environmental issues via the media and obtain enough 
social movement and support, companies do change their policy and behaviour. However, this is not 
successful in every case. Third, media agenda setting theory is also linked with legitimacy theory and 
stakeholder theory. The media influences public expectations which motivate companies to change 
(Carroll & McCombs 2003; Deegan & Islam 2014; Deephouse 2000; Momin 2013). Both NGOs and 
companies also use the media to shape the public perception via a variety of media publications. In 
addition, new communication technology such as social media, especially Facebook, is becoming a 
prominent influencing channel with benefits that overcome the limitations of traditional media in 
shaping public perception without the undue influence of business. 
This study also extended the stakeholder network and corporate responses to legitimacy threats and 
social compliance issues (Islam 2015, p. 113) by identifying the government’s role and its relationship 
in the process as shown in Figure 7-1. 
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Figure 7-1: Stakeholder network and corporate responses to legitimacy threats: environmental compliance issues  
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7.4 A two sided consideration of corporate environmental disclosures – for 
corporate legitimacy and NGOs shadow accounts 
This study examined environmental disclosures and the external stakeholders’ expectations of Thai 
listed companies’ environmental performance and disclosures.  A two-sided view of corporate listed 
companies’ environmental disclosures is provided in the table below. 
Table 7-1:  The corporate and NGOs sides of environmental reporting and disclosures 
Topic Corporate environmental disclosures 
(Quantitative phase) 
External stakeholders’ expectations 
(Qualitative phase) 
1. The extent and 
nature of the 
corporate 
environmental 
disclosures 
- The companies mostly report on 
Emissions, Effluents, and Waste 
aspects.  
- The environmental information is 
shown at company level and 
includes subsidiary company 
information. 
 
- The companies’ information is too 
broad, simple, and insufficient for 
monitoring purposes. NGOs need 
environmental information at the 
project level.  
- The interviewees want to know 
about the environmental effects of 
the companies’ operations. 
 
 - The environmental information in 
annual reports is conveyed mostly 
in a descriptive style, and in 
sustainability reports there are 
statistics, descriptions, and a 
combination of both.  
- Only 16.48% of companies 
provided sustainability reports. 
- The average of Environmental 
Disclosure Score (EDS) is quite 
low at 4.27 out of 30. 
 
- The interviewees believe that 
descriptive style can be biased and 
misleading. 
- The interviewees have questioned 
report quality and reliability, even 
though they have the verification.  
 
 - Annual reports have the accounting 
auditor to verify financial and 
related information. 
- Only 32.58 % of the companies 
have a third party verify their  
sustainability reports  
- They prefer to use data from more 
reliable and familiar sources. 
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Topic Corporate environmental disclosures 
(Quantitative phase) 
External stakeholders’ expectations 
(Qualitative phase) 
2.Factors 
influencing 
- Significant factors are AGE, 
PROFITABILITY, and 
MEDIASCORE.  
- The media score has a positive 
relationship with the level of 
environmental disclosures.  
- The participants believe the 
companies report for public 
relations purposes while carrying 
on business as usual. 
- Media still faces problems of bias. 
- Businesses react to bad news by 
undertaking CSR activities and 
reporting them in order to reduce 
public pressure. 
 
3. The trends and 
effect of the Thai 
sustainability 
guidelines in 
2012 
- There are increasing trends in all 
sample industries.  
- The results vary. Dummy variable 
of Thai sustainability reporting 
guidelines (GRIA) is not 
significant in the overall analysis of 
all 108 companies. However, it is 
significant in the agricultural 
industry.  
- There are increasing trends, but 
that may be because the companies 
want to promote themselves and 
follow global trends. 
- Interviewees’ opinions vary in 
relation to the influencing of Thai 
sustainability reporting guidelines. 
 
 
 
The extent and nature of the corporate environmental disclosures 
Gaps have been found between what the companies provide and what the reader wants. In relation to 
corporate environmental disclosures, there is a ‘legitimacy gap’. Even though some GRI 
environmental indicators (EN), such as emissions information, are related to the interviewees’ needs 
in relation to pollution, emissions, or chemical release, these are perceived as being too broad for 
monitoring objectives and failing to meet the interviewees' expectations. The GRI environmental 
indicators (EN) are mostly shown at the company level and include their subsidiary companies (Boiral 
2013). GRI principles are broadly defined, and the companies have not taken them seriously. The 
interviewees wanted environmental information that was based on individual factors, information 
about specific events or impacts, the action plans intended to deal with the companies’ 
environmentally affected operations, risks and safety, and EIA and EIA monitoring reports 
information. They also believe the official monitoring results are lacking in the voluntarily disclosures 
and publicly available corporate environmental reports. 
 181 
The corporate environmental disclosures mostly occur in annual reports and are conveyed in a 
descriptive style which made the interviewees doubt the quality of disclosures. The interviewees 
pointed out that the descriptive style in corporate reports can be biased by loaded language intended to 
mislead the readers. This was supported by the Boiral (2013) study finding that the information is 
usually diluted and mixed with positive descriptions of corporate activities including the receiving of 
awards. It is difficult to identify the negative impacts in the reports and most of the negative incidents 
are not reported. The interviewees prefer scientific data which they consider to be less biased. This 
situation also leads to the interviewees questioning the quality of corporate reports, stating that they 
do not rely on them even though they have been verified (Adams 2004). Therefore, they prefer to use 
other reliable sources with which they are familiar such as government databases. 
Even though the companies’ annual financial and sustainability reports are verified by external 
accounting auditors and third-party companies, the NGOs still do not trust or rely on the 
environmental information in the reports. Moreover, without external verification and monitoring, it is 
not easy to differentiate between genuine efforts and CSR rhetoric (Scherer & Palazzo 2011). NGOs 
have proposed that third-party verification should be undertaken by independent assurance providers 
who are aware of the information needs of stakeholders (EuropeanCommission 2001). There is a call 
for reliable verification systems, regulation, stakeholder engagement, and open data for society to 
monitor. Moreover, they prefer the raw data or scientific data, as it is considered to be more 
straightforward and reliable. 
Influential factors  
The significant variables are AGE, PROFITABILITY, and MEDIASCORE. However, the emphasis 
is on MEDIASCORE. The media score has a positive relationship with the level of environmental 
disclosures which means that the companies that have positive reviews in the print media disclose 
environmental information more than those companies that have negative news. This result is in 
contrast to that in the previous literature (Brown & Deegan 1998; Deegan, Rankin & Tobin 2002). 
This may be because the companies want to build a good image and reputation with their disclosures 
when they have good environmental performance to pre-empt bad news or bad environmental 
performance (O'Donovan 2002; Paisey & Paisey 2006). Meanwhile, when they have issues regarding 
environmental impacts, they may respond by undertaking more CSR activities and use the media to 
promote those activities to reduce the public pressure, or remain silent in the hope that they will not be 
held to account. Moreover, the interviewees believe that companies report what they are doing for 
public relations, good image, and to reduce the public pressures while conducting business as usual 
and not solving the environmental problems created by their operations (Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 
2016; Ongkrutraksa 2007; Poolthong & Mandhachitara 2009), thereby showing a symbolic legitimacy 
approach (Chelli, Durocher & Richard 2014; Deegan 2014; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 2015).  
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Also, there is some evidence of the limitations of the media used and media bias including the issues 
of the media’s close relationship with some companies (Sallot & Johnson 2006) or government 
personnel (Anuar 2006; Hoffman & Wallach 2007; Sæther 2008) which leads to a biased perspective. 
Moreover, literature shows corporate public relations can influence information presented in the 
media (Macnamara 2014; Sallot & Johnson 2006) and some media also have a good relationship with 
companies (Sallot & Johnson 2006). Both companies and interviewees also use the media as tools to 
influence the public as suggested by media agenda setting theory (McCombs & Shaw 1972). This 
study found both  have presented some partial truths or selective information in their reports which 
supports similar findings by  Tregidga (2017). 
The trends and the effect of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines in 2012 
The effects of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines vary which is common to both phases. 
Additionally, both phases show that environmental disclosures have tended to increase. Panel data 
equation 1 indicated increasing trends of environmental disclosures in all sectors during 2010-2014; 
whereas, in equation 2, the dummy variable of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines (GRIA) 
was significant only in the agricultural industry. The interviewees’ responses regarding the effects of 
the guidelines, also indicated that the guidelines have varying effects. The interviewees had a variety 
of opinions on the effect of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines: some felt they did influence 
company reporting, some felt they did not, others felt they influenced quantity but not the quality and 
the increased disclosures may have been affected by other factors or a combination of many reasons. 
Interviewees also mentioned that the guidelines likely were not successful because they were 
voluntary.  
The findings from both phases support those of other studies of developing countries: that voluntary 
complinace with reporting guidelines is not likely to be unsuccessful in countries with weak 
mandatory regulations and stakeholder power (Blackman 2008, 2010). Where there is less control 
from outside, the corporate information disclosures tend to be biased and manipulative, reflecting the 
management’s interests rather the true situation (Owen et al. 2000; Unerman, Bebbington & O’Dwyer 
2007), and favouring green washing rather than transparency (Boiral 2013). The companies may 
comply with the voluntary guidelines and consider other benefits than management concerns (Gray, 
Owen & Adams 2010; O'Donovan 2002) as driven by the organisational legitimacy theory. As a 
result, the findings from both phases contradict the identification of the release of the guidelines and 
institutional legitimacy theory as a material and positively impacting factor on increased 
environmental reporting by all companies (Chelli, Durocher & Richard 2014). The voluntary 
guidelines might not place enough pressure on management decisions; rather, they might be limited to 
organisational legitimacy concerns and their benefits as indicated by the finding of low environmental 
disclosure scores (EDS) and the quality issuess. Additionally, companies may be reporting 
 183 
environmental information only to gain symbolic legitimacy, public acceptance, and to avoid the 
legislation (Chelli, Durocher & Richard 2014; Ihugba 2014), or even as a legitimacy tool rather than 
to undertake substantive actions (De Villiers & Van Staden 2006; Michelon, Pilonato & Ricceri 
2015).  
Consequently, these findings support prior considerations in which weaker measures, such as the 
guidelines issued by the Thai Stock Exchange, have minimal impact on environmental reporting 
(Jaffe et al. 1995). Rather, social license pressures (especially from communities and environmental 
activists) result in greater implementation of environmental reporting (Kagan, Gunningham & 
Thornton 2003). Stronger regulations or legislation might be a solution for the unsuccessful voluntary 
environmental disclosures (Chelli, Durocher & Richard 2014; O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). 
7.5 Conclusion 
This chapter has discussed the corporate environmental disclosures (quantitative phase), and civil 
society representative shadow accounts (qualitative phase), and presented a two-sided consideration 
of corporate environmental disclosures. This chapter highlights the gaps between the perspectives of 
the companies’ concerns and the views of society’s representatives. Moreover, this chapter discusses 
these findings in relation to all three theories namely, legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory, and 
media agenda setting theory.  
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Chapter 8 :  
Conclusions 
8.1 Introduction 
This study explored corporate environmental disclosures and performance in Thailand. The first phase 
of the study investigated the key determinant effects on corporate environmental disclosures in annual 
reports and sustainability reports and their consistency with the GRI guidelines to examine the content 
and nature of corporate environmental reporting in Thailand. The findings of the first components 
were outlined in Chapter 5. The second phase, described in Chapter 6, investigated the perspective of 
civil society representatives such as NGOs and academics in relation to the corporate environmental 
disclosures including the use of corporate reports and NGOs’ shadow accounts. The findings of both 
phases were discussed and connected in Chapter 7, which brought together and discussed the 
corporate environmental disclosures from the companies’ perspective and the NGOs’ perspective. 
This chapter provides a summary of this study’s findings, contributions, implications, and limitations. 
It concludes with suggestions for future research directions.       
 
8.2 Summary of findings 
Two interrelated phases of an investigation into corporate environmental disclosures were 
implemented to examine the nature of environmental disclosures of Thai listed companies, in the first 
phase of the study, an understanding was developed of the motivations underlying the corporate 
reports in environmentally sensitive industries. In the second phase which is related to the second 
research objective the aim was to provide a critical shadow perspective, an understanding was 
developed of the corporate environmental disclosures and performance from the NGOs’ perspective, 
including the use of reports, shadow accounts and the information gap or legitimacy gap. The findings 
from both phases provide a broader view of corporate environmental disclosures, performance, and 
practices and their effects on a diverse range of stakeholders in society. The following section 
provides a summary of the findings. 
The results of the first phase present the extent, nature, and trends of the corporate environmental 
disclosures of Thai listed companies in environmentally sensitive industries. The study found that 
companies mostly reported environmental information in their annual reports. Meanwhile, only 
16.48% provided sustainability reports and only one-third provided third-party verification. In their 
annual reports, companies mostly presented environmental information in a descriptive style. Overall, 
they focused on emissions, effluents and waste data. They provided environmental information at the 
company and subsidiary company level. Furthermore, increasing trends were found in all 
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environmentally sensitive industries. However, the effects of the Thai sustainability reporting 
guidelines vary within industries. Moreover, a company’s age, ROA ratio, and positive representation 
by the print media influence the level of corporate environmental disclosures. 
The findings of the second phase show the perspectives of civil society representatives on the 
corporate environmental disclosures. Quality issues were highlighted by NGOs, including the 
information gap. The advocacy role of NGOs in criticising company reports and providing alternative 
shadow accounts to the public to stimulate public attention via the media was described. The use of 
the media, especially social media, Facebook, was used as the primary distribution channel by NGOs. 
NGOs also provided recommendations for improving the corporate environmental disclosures and 
practices including the call for the government to encourage and influence better performance. Both 
phases provided a broader view of environmental disclosures in a developing country, comparing and 
contrasting the environmental disclosures and performance.  
Overall, this study demonstrated that the theories, as applied in a developed country context, including 
legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory, and media agenda setting theory, are interrelated and can also 
be applied to explain environmental disclosures in the context of a developing country. The study also 
highlights the different levels of application in relation to the difference in environment, societal 
structures, and political power structures in developed and developing countries. 
 
8.3 Contributions 
Literature contribution  
This study is the first to investigate corporate environmental disclosures from two perspectives, 
corporate reports and NGOs shadow accounts, the intention was to provide a broader view of 
corporate environmental disclosures including the effect of the voluntary guidelines, the use of 
corporate reports, user views, and the criticism of corporate environmental information. This study 
also contributes to the environmental accounting literature by providing insights into the 
environmental disclosures of listed companies and the practices within developing countries. There 
have been limited studies (Belal & Owen 2007; Islam & Deegan 2008) and limited research 
examining civil society engagement with corporate accountability issues in a developing country 
(Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016) The previous focus has been on the lack of company reporting and 
accountability as exposed by NGOs and the media (Rujivanarom 2015; Sarnsamak 2013).   
This study contributes to the literature on the legitimacy gap of corporate environmental disclosures 
created by shadow accounts based on information derived from the interviews with NGO personnel. 
The results highlight the standard of quantity and quality of corporate environmental reports 
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contrasted with the expected information needs from the users which points out the legitimacy gaps 
between the information provided by the companies and the users’ information needs. The results 
provide suggestions and recommendations for closing the information gap. For example, EIA 
information is new in the area of accounting information that is needed. Moreover, this study 
contributes to the literature on the environmental stakeholder network, and has extended the 
stakeholder network and corporate responses to legitimacy threats and social compliance issues (Islam 
2015, p. 113) by identifying the government’s role and its relationship in the process. This study also 
contributes to a better understanding of corporate environmental disclosure from the perspective of 
both companies and civil society including the influence of mass media communication in a 
developing country context. This study presents civil society representatives’ critical perspectives of 
corporate environmental information. Finally, this study explores civil society opinions on the 
development of environmental reports to make the reports more reliable.  
Theoretical contributions  
This study contributes to three theories; legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory, and media agenda 
setting theory. The application of all three theories provides a holistic view of corporate 
environmental disclosures in a developing country context, in this case,Thailand.  
The study contributes to legitimacy theory and stakeholder theory by extending their application  to 
developing countries with weak environmental regulations and pressure groups with less power. It is 
expected that voluntary soft law is likely to be unsuccessful, even when it is implemented by the 
government. In other words, in this context, institutional legitimacy may not have much effect; rather, 
companies make decisions based on managerial legitimacy and under the managerial branch of 
stakeholder theory which considers the benefits of symbolic legitimacy through voluntary reporting. 
Voluntary reporting is implemented as a manifestation of their legitimacy, and to pacify concerned 
powerful stakeholders.  From managerial branch management’s perspective, compliance with 
voluntary guidelines is only symbolic. The reports lack quality and cannot be relied upon for decision-
making purposes. This study found low environmental disclosure scores and gaps between 
companies’ information and the user’s needs, even though there is an increase in the number of 
companies publishing environmental reports. The companies may disclose just to give stakeholders 
the impression that they are legitimate but it is only symbolic legitimacy. 
This study has also contributed to the media agenda setting theory by linking it with legitimacy and 
stakeholder theory as a tool for NGOs to gain more power to pressure companies or governments 
regarding environmental issues. Companies and governments also use media as a channel to distribute 
information that suits their agendas. As a result, the NGOs tend to use social media, which costs less 
and has less government and corporate control, to distribute their shadow accounts. Media agenda 
setting theory states that the media influences public perceptions. The media can also influence 
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stakeholder power. It may help the less powerful stakeholders to become more powerful stakeholders. 
The use of this process has been emphasised by the NGOs in this study. NGOs try to present to the 
public alternative shadow accounts about environmental problems, in order to obtain social support 
and become a powerful voice against environmental damage caused by companies and the 
government.  
 
8.4 Implications of the study  
This study provides practical implications for business and NGOs and policy implications for the 
government in addressing the issues with environmental reports and practices in a developing country, 
Thailand.   
The practical implications based on the findings of this study suggest that businesses must engage 
more with other stakeholders, especially civil society, to gain acceptance and alignment with the 
social contract between them. Stakeholder engagement may also help companies to narrow the 
legitimacy gap including the information gap (Adams 2004; Bebbington & Thomson 2007; Dey 2007; 
Dey, Russell & Thomson 2011; O'Dwyer 2005). This will have a positive impact on the usefulness of 
the reports and mitigate some information issues regarding the quality and quantity of reporting. The 
inclusion of scientific data, third party verification and project-based information in reports may make 
them more reliable and more acceptable to NGOs, especially, the information in the EIA and EIA 
monitoring reports.   
The findings of this study suggest that civil society representatives should provide alternative shadow 
accounts to the public, particularly using social media, to gain public attention regarding 
environmental issues. Social media allows users to reach the public faster and easier than does the 
traditional media. Furthermore, civil society uses internet tools to exert pressure on governments and 
companies (Gallhofer et al. 2006). The environmental stakeholder networks comprising NGOs, the 
media, and society may result in social movements forcing companies to provide better quality and 
more reliable environmental reporting. The findings have presented some successful cases of NGOs’ 
influencing change in government policy or business behaviours. Consequently, the power of civil 
society combined with the media plays a greater role in ensuring corporate transparency, 
accountability, and change in corporations and governance (Deegan & Islam 2014; Lauwo, Otusanya 
& Bakre 2016; O'Dwyer 2004; Thomson, Dey & Russell 2015). 
In relation to policy implications, a call for governmental influence on business for better 
environmental reporting was found in the interviews. Although the power of civil society to pressure 
companies is still weak in Thailand, NGOs still call on the government to have more reliable 
environmental monitoring systems, strict enforcement of environmental protective legislation, 
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updating of the environmental regulation, and the online publication of government environmental 
data to allow civil society to access and monitor information. Moreover, they call for the government 
to play an active role promoting reliable, complete, unbiased environmental reporting, probably 
mandatory regulations, as well as greater stakeholder engagement with civil society (Bendell, Miller 
& Wortmann 2011; Lauwo, Otusanya & Bakre 2016; O'Dwyer, Unerman & Bradley 2005). The 
government should place a higher priority on social and environmental concerns rather than on just 
the economic considerations (Apostol 2015) especially in developing countries (Lauwo, Otusanya & 
Bakre 2016). 
8.5 Limitations of the study 
In the first phase, data was collected from the corporate annual reports and sustainability reports, 
obtained from the website of the Thai stock exchange. In the second phase, data was obtained from 
interviews with environmental NGOs and academic environmental activists. This was an effective 
way to gain rich and deep information about the perceptions and the understandings of corporate 
environmental reporting in a developing country. However, this study has several limitations as 
explained below. 
This study investigated the key determinants which influence the environmental disclosures, and 
included seven independent variables. However, there may be a range of other variables explaining 
the extent of environmental disclosures. Moreover, the quantitative phase did not examine the quality 
of the corporate disclosures, but focused only on quantitative information (an unweighted content 
analysis by checklist to avoid coding bias). In both the quantitative and qualitative phases, the 
researcher interpreted, justified, and categorised the data during the coding process. The unavoidable 
subjectivity of the researcher can lead to possible bias in the findings. However, this bias was 
mitigated with verification from reliability checks for both the qualitative and quantitative phases. 
Data collection through interviews has inherent reliability issues. The interviewees were influenced by 
various factors such as cognitive, cultural, and political considerations (Brinkmann 2013; Marshall & 
Rossman 2011). Therefore, research that relies on interviews cannot ignore the possibility that the 
findings may be influenced by biased responses. The transcribing and translating of the interviews 
was conducted in Thailand by the researcher. The researcher’s limited experience and knowledge 
regarding this processing of the interview data could raise concerns with interpretation. However, the 
translations were verified by an independent third party to increase the validity of the data. The 
researcher is proficient in the Thai language and in English, further reducing the possibility of error 
throughout the study. 
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8.6 Suggestions for future research 
To build on the findings of this study, future research could explore corporate environmental 
disclosures in other media such as corporate social media and other online media, and investigate 
other determinants which emerged from the interviews, such as EIA reports, ISO which may 
influence corporate environmental disclosures.  
Future research could also examine the use of corporate environmental reporting perspective of other 
stakeholders, compared with the perspective of the company’s management, especially in contexts of 
developing countries with different power structures. Future research could also examine the shadow 
accounts and NGOs’ roles via social media. Those observations could identify additional information 
or legitimacy gaps between corporate disclosures and the requirements of other stakeholders.  
Moreover, researchers could further examine the reasons why the voluntary guidelines are unlikely to 
be successful in a developing country. Research could also compare the data of developing countries 
and developed countries in relation to voluntary or mandatory adoption of reporting guidelines.  
 
8.7 Conclusion 
This study examined the corporate environmental disclosures in annual reports and sustainability 
reports of Thai listed companies and an analysis of NGOs’ environmental shadow accounts. This 
study examined the extent, nature, and trends of the disclosures, the determinants which affect the 
level of the disclosures, and the effect of the Thai sustainability reporting guidelines. The study also 
examined the civil society perspectives on corporate environmental disclosures, providing opinions in 
relation to the use of corporate voluntary environmental information and recommendations for the 
improvement of corporate environmental reporting in an economically developing country.   
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Appendix A: Environment Performance Indicators GRI 3.1 
Environment performance indicators GRI 3.1 checklist (GRI 2011) 
Aspect: Materials Yes(1)
/No(0) 
EN1 Materials used by weight or volume.  
EN2 Percentage of materials used that are recycled input materials.  
Aspect: Energy  
EN3 Direct energy consumption by primary energy source.  
EN4 Indirect energy consumption by primary source.  
EN5 Energy saved due to conservation and efficiency improvements.  
EN6 Initiatives to provide energy-efficient or renewable energy based products and services, 
and reductions in energy requirements as a result of these initiatives. 
 
EN7 Initiatives to reduce indirect energy consumption and reductions achieved.  
Aspect: Water  
EN8 Total water withdrawal by source.  
EN9 Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water.  
EN10 Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused.  
Aspect: Biodiversity  
EN11 Location and size of land owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected areas and 
areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas. 
 
EN12 Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in 
protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas. 
 
EN13 Habitats protected or restored.  
EN14 Strategies, current actions, and future plans for managing impacts on biodiversity.  
EN15 Number of IUCN Red List species and national conservation list species with habitats in 
areas affected by operations, by level of extinction risk. 
 
Aspect: Emissions, Effluents, and Waste  
EN16 Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight.  
EN17 Other relevant indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight.  
EN18 Initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reductions achieved.  
EN19 Emissions of ozone-depleting substances by weight.  
EN20 NO, SO, and other significant air emissions by type and weight.  
EN21 Total water discharge by quality and destination.  
EN22 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method.  
EN23 Total number and volume of significant spills.  
EN24 Weight of transported, imported, exported, or treated waste deemed hazardous under the 
terms of the Basel Convention Annex I, II, III, and VIII, and percentage of transported waste 
shipped internationally. 
 
EN25 Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats 
significantly affected by the reporting organization’s discharges of water and runoff. 
 
Aspect: Products and Services  
EN26 Initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of products and services, and extent of 
impact mitigation. 
 
EN27 Percentage of products sold and their packaging materials that are reclaimed by category.  
Aspect: Compliance  
EN28 Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-
compliance with environmental laws and regulations. 
 
Aspect: Transport  
EN29 Significant environmental impacts of transporting products and other goods and materials 
used for the organization’s operations, and transporting members of the workforce. 
 
Aspect: Overall  
EN30 Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type.  
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Appendix B: The interview questions based on GRI (2011); Islam (2009); 
Jonas and Blanchet (2000); O'Dwyer, Unerman and Hession (2005) 
 
1. General information about NGO and use of the media: 
 What is your broad area of environmental concern and the basis of your operational agenda? 
Do these activities change across time in relation to environmental protection in Thailand? 
 Who are your most important allies in creating change in environmental practices and related 
accountabilities? How do you define these accountabilities? 
 How important is the news media in promoting your goals? Do you think the actions of the 
media can change corporations’ environmental practices and reporting? Can you give any 
examples? 
 Do you share your news with journalists? If so, how do you do this? Can you give an 
example? 
 Do you think you can influence government or regulators to put pressure on companies to be 
socially accountable? 
 What is your view of this statement: “Companies react to negative news with more CSR 
disclosure”? 
 Which of the following best describes the nature of your organisation’s relationship with Thai 
business entities (amicable to antagonistic)?  
 How is your organization funded? 
 
2. Perceptions of NGO of current Environmental Disclosures in Thailand:  
 What do you think about current corporate environmental disclosures ? 
o Current listed corporate Environmental Disclosures in Thailand are useful. 
o Current listed companies’ Environmental Disclosures allow NGOs to monitor 
comprehensively company activities. 
o There is ample opportunity and/or encouragement to supply feedback to the companies 
who release Environmental Disclosures 
 What are the perceived corporate motives of Environmental Disclosures in Thailand? For 
example: 
 A desire to avoid/delay potential regulation for environmental disclosures 
 Political pressure to improve corporate transparency 
 An attempt to build trust through better public relations 
 A desire to divert attention from irresponsible activities 
 A moral or ethical imperative 
 A duty to be accountable to the wider society 
 Quality of environmental disclosures: 
Balance:  
o What do you think about the balance (of positive and negative information) of the 
companies’ environmental disclosures? 
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Comparability: 
o Does the company provide comparable information? 
o Does the company rely on the format of GRI or standards for providing comparisons 
with other companies? 
Accuracy: 
o Should the estimates, assumptions, or environmental information be verified by 
independent bodies external to the organisation? 
o Are the qualitative statements in the report valid on the basis of the other reported 
information and other available evidence? 
Timeliness: 
o Does the company provide timely information or before it becomes irrelevant? 
Clarity: 
o Does the company report in plain language, and with simple and clear representations 
via charts, graphs and other visual tools? 
o Does the company report comprehensively and present the whole story? 
o Are the environmental disclosures usually sufficient to enable a user of such 
information to acquire an overall understanding of the environmental impacts of a 
company’s activities? 
Reliability: 
o Do you think environmental disclosures in Thailand are credible? 
o How do companies should verify the credibility of their environmental disclosures 
(e.g. an independent social/ environmental auditor, an external body such as an NGOs 
shadow reporting, an independent consultant within the industry, expertise within the 
company, or a financial auditor)? 
o Do you rely on these third-party assurances or the environmental disclosures reports 
or combination of the two?  
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3. Demands and expectations for improving environmental disclosures: 
 Should environmental disclosures be a mandatory requirement for all Thai listed companies? 
 Should environmental disclosures be a mandatory requirement for all large Thai listed 
companies? 
 Influence and engagement  
o Do NGOs want to investigate and check whether the company’s reporting in line with 
their actual environmental impacts and environmental regulations? 
o Can the social and environmental NGOs and the Thai corporate sector work together to 
effectively tackle social and environmental issues? 
o Is there potential for stakeholder groups such as NGOs to be allowed an input into the 
formulation of environmental disclosure reports in Thailand? 
o Do NGOs have the ability to exert significant influence over the actions of companies, 
especially on companies with adverse social and/or environmental impacts or put pressure 
on companies to improve their environmental performances and disclosure practices? 
o Does the stakeholders’ engagement and collaboration improve the environmental 
performance and disclosures? 
 
 Do you think the Thai sustainability guidelines of 2012 will improve the quantity and the 
quality of the environmental performance and disclosures? Please provide reasons for either 
answer. 
 What companies’ environmental information do NGOs want to know or should request?  
 What are your suggestions for improving the corporate environmental performance and 
disclosures? 
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Appendix C: Ethics Approval 
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Appendix D: Negative and positive words list 
Negative words list 
 
  
Negative words 
list 
Abraha
mson 
and 
Amir 
(1996) 
Van den 
Bogaerd 
and 
Aerts 
(2011) 
Henry 
(2008) 
Clatwort
hy and 
Jones 
(2003) 
Words 
from 
Nvivo 
frequently 
words 
This 
study 
1 absence          
2 absences          
3 accident        
4 accidents           
5 adverse       
6 adversely       
7 affect          
8 affected          
9 aggressive           
10 aggressively           
11 alerts           
12 argue          
13 argued          
14 argues          
15 argument          
16 arguments          
17 bad       
18 bankruptcies           
19 bankruptcy       
20 below           
21 blamed          
22 cautious         
23 challenge        
24 challenged          
25 challenges        
26 challenging        
27 claim          
28 claimed          
29 claims          
30 collapsed          
31 compensation          
32 compensations          
33 concern       
34 concerned       
35 concerning          
36 concerns       
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Negative words 
list 
Abraha
mson 
and 
Amir 
(1996) 
Van den 
Bogaerd 
and 
Aerts 
(2011) 
Henry 
(2008) 
Clatwort
hy and 
Jones 
(2003) 
Words 
from 
Nvivo 
frequently 
words 
This 
study 
37 conflict          
38 conflicted          
39 conflicts          
40 contamination          
41 contaminations          
42 crash          
43 crashed          
44 crashes           
45 crashing           
46 crises           
47 crisis       
48 critical         
49 criticism          
50 critique          
51 damage         
52 damaged          
53 damages         
54 death           
55 debate          
56 debt          
57 decline          
58 declined           
59 declines          
60 declining          
61 decrease          
62 decreased          
63 decreases          
64 decreasing           
65 deficit       
66 deficits        
67 delay       
68 delayed       
69 delays       
70 Delisting            
71 depress         
72 depressed       
73 depresses           
74 depressing           
75 deteriorate          
76 deteriorated          
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Negative words 
list 
Abraha
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and 
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(1996) 
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Words 
from 
Nvivo 
frequently 
words 
This 
study 
77 deteriorates          
78 deteriorating          
79 deterioration        
80 difficult      
81 difficulties       
82 difficulty          
83 disappoint          
84 disappointed      
85 disappointing      
86 disappointment       
87 disappoints          
88 disaster         
89 discontinued          
90 doubtful            
91 down         
92 downturn       
93 downturns        
94 dramatically          
95 drop          
96 dropped           
97 dropping           
98 drops           
99 effect          
100 effects          
101 enforcement          
102 enforcements          
103 expensive            
104 experience          
105 experienced          
106 experiences          
107 fail          
108 failed       
109 failing         
110 fails          
111 failure      
112 failures          
113 fall          
114 fallen           
115 falling          
116 falls           
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117 fear            
118 fell           
119 fire          
120 force          
121 forced          
122 forces          
123 harmful          
124 hazardous        
125 heavy          
126 hit          
127 hurdle          
128 hurdles          
129 hurt          
130 impact          
131 impacted          
132 impacts          
133 impacts          
134 improperly          
135 inability       
136 inadequate        
137 inadequately           
138 indebtedness          
139 issue          
140 issued          
141 issues          
142 kickbacks          
143 lack        
144 layoffs          
145 leak          
146 leaked          
147 leaks          
148 least           
149 less          
150 limit          
151 limits          
152 lose       
153 losing         
154 loss       
155 losses       
156 lost       
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157 low          
158 lower         
159 lowest          
160 misleading          
161 misrepresenting          
162 miss          
163 missed       
164 negative      
165 negatively       
166 negatives           
167 obstacle          
168 obstacles          
169 penalties          
170 penalty          
171 pollution          
172 poor       
173 pressure          
174 pressured          
175 pressures          
176 problem       
177 problems       
178 recession         
179 recessionary         
180 recessions           
181 reorganization          
182 resignation           
183 resigned           
184 risk         
185 risks          
186 risky           
187 shortage       
188 shortages           
189 shrank           
190 shrink          
191 shrinking          
192 shrinks           
193 shrunk           
194 slick          
195 slowly         
196 sluggish        
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197 slump          
198 slumped           
199 slumping          
200 slumps          
201 small           
202 smaller          
203 smallest          
204 spill          
205 spilled          
206 spills          
207 suffer           
208 suffered       
209 suffering           
210 suffers           
211 suspend          
212 suspended          
213 suspends          
214 threat          
215 threats          
216 tough       
217 traits           
218 trouble           
219 troubled       
220 troubles           
221 unable       
222 uncertain           
223 uncertainty         
224 under           
225 unfavourable      
226 unfortunately          
227 unhelpful         
228 unprofitable       
229 unrealised         
230 unrealized          
231 unsettled          
232 violated           
233 violating           
234 violation           
235 violations           
236 waste          
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237 weak      
238 weaken           
239 weakened       
240 weakening          
241 weakens          
242 weaker        
243 weakness       
244 weaknesses           
245 wont          
246 worse           
247 worsen          
248 worsening           
249 worsens           
250 worst       
 
 
Positive words list  
 Positive words list  Henry (2008) Clatworthy 
and Jones 
(2003) 
This study 
1 above       
2 accomplish       
3 accomplished      
4 accomplishes       
5 accomplishing       
6 accomplishment        
7 accomplishments        
8 achieve     
9 achieved     
10 achievement       
11 achievements     
12 achieves       
13 achieving      
14 acquire        
15 acquired       
16 acquires        
17 acquiring       
18 acquisition       
19 acquisitions       
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20 active       
21 actively        
22 adequate       
23 adequately       
24 advance        
25 advanced       
26 advances       
27 advantage      
28 advantages       
29 approve        
30 approved       
31 approves        
32 approving        
33 assist       
34 assisted        
35 assisting        
36 assists        
37 attractive      
38 attractively        
39 beat       
40 beating       
41 beats       
42 benefit      
43 benefited       
44 benefiting        
45 benefits      
46 best       
47 better      
48 bonus        
49 boost        
50 boosted       
51 boosting        
52 boosts        
53 capabilities       
54 capability       
55 certain       
56 certainty       
57 compliment       
58 compliments        
59 confidence        
60 confident      
61 creditable       
62 definite       
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63 deliver       
64 delivered       
65 delivering       
66 delivers       
67 develop       
68 developed        
69 developing       
70 development       
71 developments       
72 effective      
73 effectively       
74 efficiencies       
75 efficiency       
76 efficient        
77 efficiently        
78 enable       
79 enabled       
80 enables        
81 enabling        
82 encourage        
83 encouraged       
84 encourages        
85 encouraging      
86 enhance       
87 enhanced        
88 enhancement       
89 enhances        
90 enhancing       
91 enjoy        
92 enjoyed        
93 enjoying       
94 enjoys       
95 exceed        
96 exceeded        
97 exceeding       
98 exceeds        
99 excellence        
100 excellent     
101 excite        
102 excited       
103 excites        
104 exciting        
105 expand      
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106 expanded        
107 expanding       
108 expands        
109 expansion       
110 favourable      
111 favourably        
112 focused       
113 fortunate       
114 fulfil       
115 fulfilled        
116 fulfilling       
117 fulfils        
118 future       
119 gain       
120 gained      
121 gaining      
122 gains       
123 good     
124 greater       
125 greatest        
126 grew      
127 grow       
128 growing      
129 grown       
130 grows       
131 growth       
132 happy       
133 high        
134 higher       
135 highest        
136 honor       
137 honored       
138 hopeful       
139 improve     
140 improved     
141 improvement      
142 improvements     
143 improves       
144 improving     
145 increase      
146 increased      
147 increases       
148 increasing      
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149 larger        
150 largest       
151 leader       
152 leading        
153 more       
154 most       
155 normalized       
156 obtain       
157 obtained       
158 obtaining        
159 obtains        
160 opportunities     
161 opportunity     
162 optimistic       
163 outstanding       
164 pleased     
165 popular      
166 positive     
167 positively       
168 positives       
169 potential       
170 powerful        
171 profit       
172 profitable      
173 profitably       
174 profits       
175 progress      
176 progressing       
177 promote        
178 promoted       
179 promotes        
180 promoting        
181 promotion        
182 prosperity       
183 proud       
184 prudent       
185 quality       
186 rebuild        
187 rebuilding       
188 rebuilds        
189 rebuilt        
190 record        
191 recovery       
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192 reinvestment       
193 reliability       
194 reliable       
195 resilient       
196 revival       
197 revivals        
198 reward       
199 rewarded       
200 rewarding       
201 rewards        
202 rise      
203 risen      
204 rises        
205 rising        
206 robust       
207 rose       
208 satisfaction       
209 satisfactions        
210 secure       
211 solid       
212 solution       
213 solutions       
214 sound       
215 stabilisation       
216 stability       
217 strength     
218 strengthen     
219 strengthened       
220 strengthening        
221 strengthens        
222 strengths       
223 strong     
224 stronger      
225 strongest       
226 strongly       
227 succeed       
228 succeeded      
229 succeeding       
230 succeeds        
231 success     
232 successes       
233 successful     
234 successfully      
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235 support       
236 supported        
237 supporting        
238 supports        
239 up       
240 upturn       
241 upturns        
242 value       
243 values        
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Appendix E: An example of interview transcript  
Transcript no.1 (Translated and transcribed) 
Date of interview: 12 November 2015 
Duration: 1.15 hours 
 
Researcher:  Thank you very much for participating in the interview. To start with, the questions in 
the first part are asking for general information and the method of using the media. First 
question, what are your current interests and activities?  
Interview 1: I am working about the sea and shore protection. 
Researcher: Do you mean about marine life, corals, don’t you? 
Interview 1: Yes, it’s about the coral, fishes, and marine tourism. 
Researcher: Do you have any project, campaigns, or research?  
Interview 1: Mostly, it involves national policy. 
Researcher: What is the national policy? 
Interview 1:  It is the national policy that was launched by the Department of Marine and Coastal 
Resources. 
Researcher:  Do you work with the government? 
Interview 1: Yes, I work with the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources and the National 
Reform Council. 
Researcher:  Do these activities change across time?  
Interview 1: They are still the same.  
Researcher: Due to some companies’ activities affecting to the environment, who are your most 
important allies for creating change in environmental practices and related 
accountabilities?   
Interview 1: I think the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources. 
Researcher: Do you think the government unit, the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources will 
make some changes? 
Interview 1: Yes. Also, the university will provide additional knowledge. 
Researcher:  What do you think about the media or journalists? 
Interview 1: They are spreading the word to the public and then it will cause some effects. 
Researcher: Do you share any information or any news with journalists? And, how did you share 
them? 
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Interview 1: Yes, I shared via Facebook. The journalist will get information and follow up the 
incident from my Facebook. 
Researcher: Do they ask for an interview with you? 
Interview 1:  Yes, they will ask for the interview at my working place. They know the local 
information. Sometimes call me for asking some information. 
Researcher: How did you get the information? Have you gone on site or have you done the research? 
Interview 1:  Mostly, I get the information from the centralise data provider of Thailand, which 
provide the satellite pictures and affected area pictures for forecasting the effecting, and 
criticise the management techniques. For example, after the event, I gave information 
about how to deal with, the complaints, and forecasting the effecting. 
Researcher: You use the satellite pictures. How did you access that information or from where could 
you request it?  
Interview 1:  The satellite pictures can be attained from GISTDA (Geo-Informatics and Space 
Technology Development Agency (Public Organisation)) which monitors the Thailand 
area.  
Researcher: Do you need to request the pictures by yourself?  
Interview 1: No, the GISTDA unit provides and promulgates to public. In the case of the oil spill at 
Amphur Ao Prao, Koh Samet, Thailand, the local people called me to tell me when the 
oil spill washed out. 
Researcher: Then, you provided that information with the satellite pictures on your Facebook. Is that 
right?  
Interview 1:  Yes, it is my main channel. When the environmental issue happened, I wrote articles on 
Facebook to forecast the effects and criticised the use of chemicals.  
Researcher: Nowadays you use social media to communicate. But in the past, how did you 
communicate? 
Interview 1:  Through journalists. They would contact me and ask me about the effects on the sea and 
shore.  
Researcher: Do you have network? How do the journalists know about you? 
Interview 1:  I do not have any networks. They are concerned with environmental news, so they know 
whom to contact. 
Researcher: So the journalists have known and have contacted you. 
Interview 1:  Yes sir. 
Researcher: The next part involves questions about the influencing. Do you think NGOs or 
academics will influence the government to put pressure on companies? For example, to 
pressure the companies to disclosure properly and to have environmental responsibility.  
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Interview 1:  I strongly agree with this. I think NGOs have more pressure power than academics. 
Especially, recently, NGOs have an aggressive image and are in the public’s attention 
more than academics. 
Researcher: However, NGOs still need to use academic information as support, don’t they? 
Interview 1:  It depends. Sometimes, some NGOs choose the academics and academic information to 
support their views. Sometimes, when academics publish information that does not 
support NGO’s views, the NGO will not pick it up.   
Researcher: Does it mean that NGOs have chosen the information as well?  
Interview 1:  Yes, they will choose the information that supports their views. The non-supporting 
information, they will not choose and publish. Recently, some NGOs’ views have not 
been based on the academic information but based on NGOs’ opinions and beliefs 
instead. 
Researcher: On the other hand, do you think academics will have a direct effect on companies?  
Interview 1:  It depends on the academics’ status. If the academics are reliable and reputable, the 
companies may consider their comments or suggestions. 
Researcher: How do they can communicate with the companies? 
Interview 1:  They can either directly communicate with companies or indirectly via the controlling 
government unit. Direct communication is when, for example, the academics 
communicate directly with companies on behalf of the organisation, university.  
Researcher: In the recent oil spill case, did you have any direct communication with the company? 
Interview 1:  Mostly, I communicated to the monitoring government agency.  
Researcher: So, you contacted the government department. 
Interview 1:  Yes, because government departments have the duty to manage and research.  
Researcher: It seems like it may be the better way to communicate. The companies will hear the 
academic’s voice via the government department. 
Interview 1:  It depends case by case as well. For example, this university, we are in this area, but the 
oil spill incident happened in the Eastern area of Thailand. So we should communicate 
on the national level to the government so that the assisted government department 
(local) will be responsible for managing the incident. It is quite far away from our area. 
Researcher: Have you heard about companies that will react to the negative news with more CSR 
disclosure? What do you think about this? 
Interview 1:  Yes, I agree. They will disclose more and have more projects.  
Researcher: It makes the situation look better? 
Interview 1: I think they may increase the level of communication to explain the way to solve the 
problems. 
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Researcher: Can you describe the relationship between you and companies. From 1 to 5, 1 is 
antagonistic and 5 is amicable or friendly. Can you give a score for your relationship? 
Interview 1: Five is friendly. I am not having problems with others. 
Researcher: So, you can work with the companies, can’t you? 
Interview 1: Yes, I can work with companies. 
Researcher: Can I ask about funds for your projects. Do you use your own funds or you get funds 
from others?  
Interview 1: Mostly, I am funded by the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources. Sometimes, 
the Department of Marine and Coastal Resources has worked with the private companies 
as well.  
Researcher: So, funding comes from government and private sectors. 
Interview 1: Yes, and sometimes it is from an international organisation. 
Researcher: So, you need to present the proposal to the financier, don’t you? 
Interview 1:  Recently, I did not write the proposal. Just met and made an agreement on the proposed 
project so then they will give me funds. Actually, it seems like a proposal but we make a 
commitment together with the government department. Mostly, the projects are 
requested by the local government department.  
Researcher: In the case of private sectors, the companies give you fund? The money comes from the 
company, doesn’t it? 
Interview 1: Yes, such as the mooring buoys project.  
Researcher: So the companies that are related to Mooring buoys will give you the funds. Is that right? 
Interview 1: In general, the companies will have a budget for corporate social and environmental 
activities.   
Researcher: Can you give me the name of the companies? 
Interview 1: Many companies joined, such as PTT, Chevron, and Schlumberger etc. to make the 
Mooring buoys at Koh Toa. 
Researcher: Is this because those companies are related to marine activities? They care about marine 
matters. 
Interview 1: Yes. Their work quite related to marine. Last year they joined and sponsored the marine 
scientific academic conference as well. 
Researcher: So they are quite interested in marine activities. In the next part, the questions are about 
companies’ disclosures. What do you think about the environmental disclosures of the 
companies currently listed on the stock exchange of Thailand? Do you think it is useful? 
Interview 1: I think it will be useful. Hang on, the environmental information? The stock exchange 
will relate to investments. 
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Researcher: Yes, but the companies will launch a report every year. Then in the report will talk about 
corporate social responsibility (CSR) and may talk about the air pollution, waste water, 
etc. 
Interview 1: The companies will tell the good things. The academic information will not be disclosed 
because it is reported to the stock exchange of Thailand. They will talk about what 
activities that company does, how much they spend on, paying for Mooring buoys, talk 
about supporting society activities. Environmental information, they may not disclose 
much because it is not valuable for image and reputation. 
Researcher: Then, you say the companies’ disclosures will show a quite positive bias. 
Interview 1: Yes. Actually, they just provide general information about their CSR activities which are 
not significantly related to the monitoring objective. Actually, they have another set of 
information that is about environmental effecting assessment, studying, and monitoring.  
Researcher: How do the external stakeholders know about that information? 
Interview 1: They cannot. Even though they may be academics, it’s hard to find that information. 
Researcher: So do the companies send that information to the government? Why do they need to 
send it? 
Interview 1: That information is on EIA (environmental impact assessment) report. Office of Natural 
Resources and Environmental Policy and Planning has a duty to monitor and control 
EIA. They will collect that EIA information but for other people it is hard to access the 
information. It’s limited. 
They will make a report like a book - more than 1000 pages, that is hard to publish. 
Maybe if they have some format that interested people or academics can access, that 
would be good.  
Researcher: However, ordinary people do not know how to access that information. 
Interview 1: Ordinary people do not know and it is hard to understand. It is specific academic 
information. 
Researcher: Is it scientific information that is hard to understand? 
Interview 1: Yes. Only scientists will understand. 
Researcher: It seems like the information is quite limited and hard to access. 
Interview 1: Yes. Recently, they published only some information. As I have seen, they started to 
publish on the internet. The Office of Natural Resources and Environmental Policy and 
Planning publish EIA information.  
Researcher: It seems like the companies have little interest in this information whereas the 
government department needs to publish to the general public. 
Interview 1: It’s the government’s duty. This department considers and works on the national level. It 
needs to release the information to the public.  
Researcher: Can I ask about EIA? Do the companies have to prepare an EIA every year? 
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Interview 1: EIA is done before starting the project. Then, monitoring reports will be sent every year. 
It depends on the rules and the type of project. 
Researcher: Do all companies need to prepare an EIA? 
Interview 1: Large projects have to do it all. However, the EIA rules will be specific for some 
projects. And some projects have to be monitored.  
Researcher: Is it the law? 
Interview 1: Yes, it is. 
Researcher: Could I back track a bit? As you said, most of the companies’ activities are about giving 
away things. 
Interview 1: For environmental and social activities, they will give away rulers, footballs, buoys, etc. 
Researcher: New Year’s day, Children’s Day and - growing tree like that.  
Interview 1: Yes. Something like that. The activities do not relate to factory areas or rigs. They like to 
engage in public relation activities for social acceptance. 
Researcher: Is it like a promotion? 
Interview 1: It seems to be for public relations, more than to solve the environmental problems from 
their business. 
Researcher: Umm, I agree with you. Like, they plant the trees somewhere else. 
Interview 1:  They work on environmental activities sometime as I know.  When the companies 
interact with the community, the community is happy, and then the resistance will be 
decreased. If they work in factory areas or rigs, nobody knows. Whereas, if they work 
with the community, everyone knows, and this has a high impact as well.  
Researcher: Sorry. You said the companies worked on environmental activities as well.  
Interview 1: They have a duty to take care and monitor the environmental effects that come from 
their operation. However, these kinds of activities do not build images and reputations as 
much as community activities. The main point is about community approval. When they 
have environmental and social activities, they will work with the community more than 
talk or disclose about the companies themselves. 
Researcher: Do you know which part the companies do not disclose? 
Interview 1: For example, safety standards. A safety and environment topic that needs to be reported. 
The companies need to monitor because auditors will audit. For example, on rigs, there 
are processes to monitor and manage oil spilling. Every company will apply 
environmental practices and standards. It is a common thing for the companies to have 
concern surrounding environment and staff’s health and wellbeing. 
Researcher: It seems like they do not talk much. Is this right? 
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Interview 1: I think they must say what they have done for the environment in their area. But these 
actions have not been witnessed by the public.  If the companies want to attract public 
attention, they need to contact community leaders or village headmen. Thai community 
likes this. They talk about how the community benefits, and the companies will support 
and pay for these activities. 
Researcher: Well, you have just mentioned health and safety. Is that a law? 
Interview 1: It can be both the law and company’s rule. Some companies set a safety target that there 
will be no accidents, no employee injuries.  All factories will keep staff accident records 
as ISO requirements. 
Researcher: It means that they have ISO controlling them as well. 
Interview 1: Yes. ISO practices relate to export standards. Some companies have to buy material 
from ISO-approved companies.  For exports, the customer will check companies’ 
environmental ISO compliance.  Some in Europe concern about human right. For 
example, for canned fish, they will check the origin of the fish otherwise they will not 
import fish from Thai companies. The international system and laws are controls.  
Researcher: In the next part, the questions will seek your opinion about the factors influencing a 
company to disclose. For example, 
 A desire to avoid/delay off potential regulation for environmental disclosures 
 Political pressure for improved corporate transparency 
 An attempt to build trust through better public relations 
 A desire to divert attention from irresponsible activities 
 A moral or ethical imperative 
 A duty to be accountable to the wider society 
Interview 1: I think the political pressure and for public relations. 
Researcher: OK, as you already mentioned, you think because the customer and supplier will 
pressure the companies or maybe they are pressured by the government and community, 
then, you think the companies will build public relations. 
Interview 1: Yes. 
Researcher: Then the next question is about the information quality. About the companies’ reports 
such as annual reports and sustainability reports, other media such as companies’ 
website and other channels through which companies distribute their information. About 
the reports, do you think the reports are balanced by having both positive and negative 
information? 
Interview 1: I think they must be positive. 
Researcher: It will be good if they provide both sides. Do you think that we can pressure the 
companies to provide both?   
Interview 1: If they can do, it will be good and will be better. 
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Researcher: Then, mostly, can the information such as oil spill information compare with other cases 
or other years? 
Interview 1: The companies provide more information than before.  
Researcher: Do they compare the data? 
Interview 1: Yes. In the case of the recent oil spill, scientists are interested in the case, so they try to 
do research on this topic to compare, find relationships. However, in the case of the 
HuaHin oil spill, no-one was interested because those responsible could not be found.  
Researcher: Yes. It is quite strange that we do not know who did it. 
Interview 1: There was less attention on the HuaHin issue, so no-one investigated to find out why it 
happened, who did it, and how it will affect the environment. However, in the recent oil 
spill case, there was more attention, so many people joined to investigate. 
Researcher: Yes, that case is a big incident, so more public attention. 
Interview 1: Yes. 
Researcher: In the HuaHin case, I have heard about the dumping of oil like industry waste, is it? 
Interview 1: I think it will be the oil spill from the illegal oil business. We need someone to 
investigate. 
Researcher: I have read news about oil found in the sea but do not know from whom. 
Interview 1: Yes. Tar balls can come from many reasons not just come from the crude oil, sometimes 
from dumping waste oil from ships. However, the large amount of oil should come from 
some large origin as well which causes a large amount of tar ball on the beaches. 
Dumping waste oil from ships, they may dump the lubricating oil, the tar ball may 
accumulate not find the large amount at one time like this. 
Researcher: Then, will this incident have an impact on coral reefs? 
Interview 1: It may not have much effect. In the recent oil spill case, the oil spill attacked the coral 
reefs, so it damaged coral, caused coral bleaching. 
Researcher: Is the government department still following up at Ao Prao, Koh Samet? 
Interview 1: Yes. Two years already. 
Researcher: Did you go on site at that time? 
Interview 1: Yes. I was there on the day when the crude oil washed up on the beach. I just made a 
recommendation to the government.  
Researcher: Can I ask, I wonder, after the workers removed the sand, where did they dump it?   
Interview 1: Yes. There are waste management companies in the Rayong industrial area. They will 
manage the oil waste sand. 
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Researcher: It was rather strange that some politicians said we could swim in the sea not many days 
after the oil spill clean-up started. 
Interview 1: Actually, the affected area was the Ao Prao area. Others were not that affected. It had 
some effects on other beaches because of the strong tide and wind. But the concerning 
issue was the chemical residue from the clean-up of the oil. 
Researcher: Until now, which is around two years later already, do you think the chemical still 
remains? 
Interview 1: I have no information. I have not followed it up. 
Researcher: Do you know whether a government department is following up on this?   
Interview 1: Yes. Kasetsart University follows this issue. But I do not know how often they collect 
samples. 
Researcher: OK. At that time, the company information had some compared with other years. If I ask 
about comparing with the standard, do they talk about the standard? 
Interview 1: They have a standard about the amount of chemical to be used.  
Researcher: I had heard from the news reports that there was an over-use of chemicals.  
Interview 1: At first, it was confusing. It seems like there was an over-use. 
Researcher: This over-use of chemicals has led to controversy over the extent of the oil spill. do you 
think the amount of oil spill was correct? 
Interview 1: I do not know. I did not calculate the oil spill amount. 
Researcher: About the chemical that the company used, could it affect the marine environment? 
Interview 1: Actually, I need to have a look at academic or scientific information. I have not followed 
up on it. 
Researcher: OK. On the news, did the company provide information in easy or plain language 
including graphs and charts? Everyone would find it easier to understand. 
Interview 1: Actually, at that time, the companies did do it. The academics and government 
departments including the Department of Marine and Coastal resources did it as well. 
Because it was a big accident, everyone wanted to join in. 
Researcher: So if the incident is small, no-one does it? 
Interview 1: Yes. In a small case, no one wants to join. In a big issue, it can be seen from many 
different angles. 
Researcher: Was the information disclosed on time? What do you think? 
Interview 1: The company information will be absolutely slow. But in this case, the government 
needs to provide information in time. The government has an oil spill team to manage 
the oil spill accident. 
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Researcher: So if the company was slow, the government had to be faster. 
Interview 1: The government has to be faster.  It is a government duty. 
Researcher: Do you know why the government is faster than the company?  
Interview 1: It is a big issue, national level, everyone is paying attention. When it happened, we 
needed to have an emergency disaster team to operate and control. They had a team and 
plan already, the highest plan, plan number 9. 
Researcher: Back to the information quality, the amount of oil spill that the company calculated, do 
you know how they calculated?  
Interview 1: There is someone who calculated it. 
Researcher: If there is a difference between them? 
Interview 1: The calculation was based on when the pipe began to split until the leak was stopped. 
The amount of oil spill was calculated like that.  
Researcher: Who calculated with that method?  
Interview 1: The company may calculate them. 
Researcher: They calculated the oil spill amount by themselves. Have they had any party to check? 
Interview 1: Actually, the government emergency disaster team (oil spill team) was responsible for 
investigating the accident. Nevertheless, the amount of oil spill reported from the news 
media is quite different. It can be influenced by many factors such as when the oil covers 
the surface of the sea water, it may not stay together; sometimes it expands to large 
areas. It can be different. When academics calculated the oil spill different, it can be the 
news as well.  
Researcher: Then, what do you think about the sufficiency of the overall information and 
understanding oil spill management by the company? 
Interview 1: The information is limited within the government monitoring and control units. It is not 
easy to access by the public. 
Researcher: Yes. It is quite limited for the public. 
Interview 1:  The government has channels to access.  
Researcher: Then, do you rely on the company information? 
Interview 1: I believe in the inspection unit. We do not know what the truth or lie is, but the 
inspection unit needs to audit. So it hard to say, rely or not rely on the company 
information because I have not been the auditor.  
Researcher: So you will consider the information first. 
Interview 1: We have to rely on it because we have the inspection unit. If we cannot rely on the 
private sector, we have to rely on the government inspection unit. 
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Researcher: So, you rely on the government unit. 
Interview 1: Because we have the audit process. When the company publishes the information, we 
find it hard to access, criticise, but the government inspection unit will audit and check. 
Other organisations that do not have inspection duty need to rely on that information. 
We can just do that. 
Researcher: So, it means there is a government inspection unit. It will be OK. 
Interview 1: Sometimes, we have to trust the government inspection unit. If we do not trust that 
system, we have to fix the inspection units. The big national problem is about trust. We 
do not trust each other. So we have to find a reliable third party to audit. I am academic. 
I have to work on the track, standard track. Not the same as an NGO. Sometimes their 
mindsets do not trust the companies. 
Researcher: So you trust the system or track. 
Interview 1: If we do not trust the system, we have to fix the inspection unit. 
Researcher: OK. So we now move to the third part of the questions. It is about the demands and 
expectations for improving environmental disclosures. Would you like to see Thai 
companies engaging in extensive levels of environmental disclosures? 
Interview 1: If they can collaborate, it will be good. We will have seen the overall environmental 
information. 
Researcher: Should environmental disclosures be a mandatory requirement for all Thai listed 
companies or just for all large Thai listed companies? 
Interview 1: Yes. It would be good to have an environmental disclosure standard. 
Researcher: Do you think like the large listed companies which have many stakeholders should be 
forced to make disclosures before the small listed companies? 
Interview 1: Actually, if they were forced to disclose, it should be all. Because in some cases, the 
environmental pollution comes from the small companies. For example, large hotels are 
forced to have wastewater treatment whereas small hotels are not. Then hundreds of 
small hotels, shops, restaurants and houses, which have not the wastewater treatment, 
drain wastewater to the sea. This will damage the whole system. So we need to consider 
the overall view. 
Researcher: Yes, I agree. It is quite an interesting point. The large companies have to follow the rules 
and cannot avoid them, whereas the small ones do not, as there is no-one to inspect 
them. 
Interview 1: Yes. For example, 80-room hotels have to do an EIA, whereas 79-room hotels do not. 
Researcher: Just one room. 
Interview 1: Just one room difference. So, many hotels have just 79 rooms to avoid this.  No-one 
checks the environmental impacts for 79-room hotels and restaurants. 
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Researcher: Then, what do you think is the most effective media for environmental disclosures - to 
publicise their information?  
Interview 1: Maybe websites, which have downloaded information but it has to have the inspection 
process to make it reliable. So the government inspection unit needs to check. 
Researcher: If they provide information on web pages or downloaded documents, which type do you 
prefer? 
Interview 1: I prefer downloaded documents. 
Researcher: Does it have a formal format? 
Interview 1: Yes. 
Researcher: Do you think the environmental reports should be attached to other reports such as 
annual reports? 
Interview 1: If the companies have environmental reports, they should disclose to the public. The 
companies’ environmental reports are quite thick. The large companies may have more 
than a thousand pages. 
Researcher: Do you think companies’ reports use plain language for easy understanding? 
Interview 1: The more companies present easily, the more they distort the information. They present 
in the easy understanding way with the sum-up information that the companies want us 
to know. When the companies extract, sum-up information, the public just receives the 
good information. The extract and sum-up process will lead the reader to think 
something that the companies want. 
Researcher: OK. The last topic, about stakeholder engagement - do you want to investigate the 
companies to improve their environmental performance? And do companies follow laws 
and regulations relating to environmental concerns? 
Interview 1: Yes, in some cases. 
Researcher: Do you think that companies have incidents first and then you investigate? What do you 
think? 
Interview 1: The companies’ activities are quite a lot. So, the monitoring and inspection duty should 
be done by the environmental professional committees which have looked at all the 
companies’ reports. Ordinary people may monitor cases of interest or cases that have 
attracted public attention.  
Researcher: As you mention, is the government inspection unit the EIA? 
Interview 1: Yes. EIA. 
Researcher: Does it include follow-up EIA reports? 
Interview 1: Yes. 
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Researcher: OK. Then, do you think, is there potential for academics to be allowed to participate in 
the formulation of environmental disclosure reports in Thailand with the government or 
regulator? 
Interview 1: Yes. I am involved in that government work. The government has a process for 
participation. 
Researcher: Does the government listen to your views? 
Interview 1: Quite a lot. 
Researcher: How do you contribute?  
Interview 1: From the research and give them opinions. 
Researcher: In your case, you do research on corals and shores, so you act as an academic researcher 
and presenter. Is it that right? 
Interview 1: Yes. However, I do not present my views in an academic published paper. It is an 
alternative academic paper. I make suggestions on policy. 
Researcher: So, it seems like practical work, not theoretical work on paper. 
Interview 1: No, not a paper like that. No-one would read it.   
Researcher: So, now we are almost finished. In 2012, a department of the stock exchange of Thailand 
launched Thai sustainability guidelines for voluntary reporting. Do you think that these 
guidelines will improve the quantity and the quality of the environmental performance 
and disclosures? 
Interview 1: I have not known. I have not heard it before. 
Researcher: It is a broad framework for environmental reports.  
Interview 1: Is it mandatory? 
Researcher: No. It is voluntary. 
Interview 1: If they do not force companies to report, it will have no legal effect. I think not one 
wants to disclose voluntarily except for large organisations to enhance their image.  
Researcher: So, do you think guidelines should be forced on all the companies? 
Interview 1: Yes. I think that if it is just a recommendation to report, it will not be effective. Just the 
large companies report it for building their image. 
Researcher: But when the government forces disclosure, some might not agree with it because their 
operations are not related to the environmental issue. 
Interview 1: If they want to make it mandatory, they should set the companies’ criteria; for example, 
which companies should report. 
Researcher: What companies’ environmental information do you want to know or request companies 
to disclose more? 
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Interview 1: I would like to know more about the pollution results around factory areas and 
environmental effects from companies’ operations.  
Researcher: Have they ever disclosed this?  
Interview 1: I am not sure. 
Researcher: You think the companies should consider the surrounding community.  
Then, what do you want to suggest for improving the corporate environmental 
performance and disclosures?  
Interview 1: The government has the duty to audit and control. We hope the government will work 
properly and make everyone trust them.  
Researcher: But actually, many people criticise the government unit. Is it independent? Is it a conflict 
of interests? 
Interview 1: It depends on the monitoring mechanism. We still need the intermediary. For example, 
in the case of government concessions, the private sector said one thing whereas the 
government said another. The information differs a lot. So we need the intermediary 
unit. We need the monitoring mechanism, the organisation or people that we can trust. 
Researcher: Is it quite hard to find a suitable one? 
Interview 1: If each part just believes in their biased information, it will not be good for the nation. So 
we hope for an intermediary unit. 
Researcher: Sometimes, an intermediary person will be discredited. 
Interview 1: Yes, discredited by some groups that think the intermediary person does not give the 
same opinions or information as those groups’. 
Researcher: Yes. So we will face these kinds of problems. 
Interview 1: Therefore, the scientific information is straightforward. If we depend on subjective 
opinions, nothing will be decided. 
Researcher: I hope we can find the exit. Thank you very much for your careful consideration when 
answering my questions. Your participation will be valuable to my research. Thank you 
so much. 
 
